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ABSTRACT
The structure of Matthew 8-9 is very complex, and there is no unanimous
understanding. If we use Matthew’s Three Stage Progression (MTSP), a writing
technique that is frequently found in the Gospel of Matthew, we can explain the intention
of Matthew 8-9 more clearly than any other existing explanations. Matthew supposedly
arranged the nine miracle stories progressively in three clusters (8:1-17; 8:23-9:8; 9:1826). Those three clusters are divided by two intervening pericopae (8:18-22; 9:9-17). The
first cluster describes Jesus as the merciful healing Messiah. Jesus heals every disease he
encounters. In the second cluster, Jesus is more than that; he is the divine being who
commands the nature, the demons and even sins. The third cluster concludes the narrative
section by emphasizing the spread of Jesus’ news.
Each cluster of Matthew 8-9 also has a MTSP structure, though the arrangement
does not demonstrate the progression as clearly as the three clusters. The three miracle
stories of the first cluster are arranged progressively according to the objects of Jesus’
mercy as the healing Messiah: a leper, a Gentile, a woman without any request. The
second cluster demonstrates Jesus’ divinity through the progressive arrangement of the
three stories: obedience of the nature and the demons and Jesus’ forgiving of sins. Finally
the three miracle stories of the third cluster are also arranged progressively according to

xi

the development of the spread of Jesus’ fame: the spread of Jesus fame, the spread of
Jesus’ fame in spite of Jesus’ prohibition and the division between the crowds and the
Pharisees.
The analysis of Matthew 8-9 through MTSP gives the advantage of clarifying the
intention of Matthew 8-9: Matthew 8-9 demonstrates a progressive development of Jesus’
identity. This structure shows that Matthew 8-9 was written from the viewpoint of
Christology rather than Ecclesiology and the tight structure denies the possibility of
thematic approaches or narrative-discourse approaches.

xii

CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
Heinz J. Held’s groundbreaking article in 1963, “Matthew as Interpreter of the
Miracle Stories,” examines the evidence that leads him to state, “Matthew does not
simply hand on the tradition as he receives it but retells it.”1 This investigation of
Matthew’s redaction has been a major issue in the study of Matthew 8-9.2 In other words,
the study of the meaning of the miracles in the light of the form criticism of Rudolf
Bultmann3 and Martin Dibelius,4 the miracles found in Matthew 8-9 recognize the
importance of “studying Matthew in terms of Matthew.”5
Presuming the Two Source Hypothesis, the analysis of Matthean redaction is

1

Heinz Joachim Held, “Matthew as Interpreter of the Miracle Stories,” Tradition and
Interpretation in Matthew, eds. Günther Bornkamm, Gerhard Barth, Heinz Joachim Held (trans. P. Scott;
Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1963), 165-299, here 165.
2

Many scholars have asked the same questions using different expressions. For example, Ulrich
Luz describes the same idea in this way, “What is behind the liberties Matthew takes with the tradition?”
(“Die Wundergeschichten von Mt 8-9,” in Tradition and Interpretation in the New Testament: Essays in
Honor of E. Earle Ellis [eds. Gerald F. Hawthorne & Otto Betz; Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmanns
Publishing Co., 1987], 222). Alistair Stewart-Sykes “suggests a reading of these [miracle] chapters in the
overall context of Matthew’s narrative purpose” (“Matthew’s ‘Miracle Chapters:’ From Composition to
Narrative, and Back Again,” in SB 25 [1995], 55). Dale C. Allison thinks, “it is essential to let the text of
Matthew speak for itself” (Matthew 1-7 [New York: T&T Clark, 1988], 2).
3

Rudolf Bultmann, The History of the Synoptic Tradition. trans. John Marsh (Oxford: Basil
Blackwell, 1972) 2nd ed., 209-234.
4

Martin Dibelius, From Tradition to Gospel. trans. Bertram L. Woolf (New York: Charles
Scribner’s Sons, 1967), 37-69.
5

William G. Thompson coined this phrase (“Reflections on the Composition of MT 8:1-9:34,”
CBQ 33 [1971], 366) which aptly applies to so many Matthean scholars, as this dissertation will illustrate in
detail (My emphasis).

1

2
facilitated by the fact that of the fourteen pericopae located in Matt 8-9 all are dependent
on Mark except three, which find their source in Q: Matt 8:5-13, “The Centurion’s
Servant” (Matt 8:5-13//Lk 7:1-10), a [debatable] miracle story, or apophthegm; Matt
8:18-22, an apophthegm/chreia (Matt 8:18-22//Lk 9:57-62), and Matt 9:32-34, a
Matthean doublet based on the Q miracle story (Matt 9:32-34; 12:22-24//Lk 11:14-15).
Table 1. Parallels of Matthew 8-9 and Mark
1st Miracle: healing of a leper
2nd Miracle: healing of a centurion’s servant
3rd Miracle: healing of Peter’s mother-in-law
The sick healed at evening
Would-be followers of Jesus
4th Miracle: stilling the storm
5th Miracle: the Gadarene demoniacs
6th Miracle: healing of the paralytic
The call of Matthew
The question about fasting
7th Miracle: a dead daughter and a woman in
hemorrhage
8th Miracle: two blind men healed
9th Miracle: healing of a mute demoniac
Jesus’ mission travel

Matthew 8:1-4
Matthew 8:5-13
Matthew 8:14-15
Matthew 8:16-17
Matthew 8:18-22
Matthew 8:23-27
Matthew 8:28-34
Matthew 9:1-8
Matthew 9:9-13
Matthew 9:14-17
Matthew 9:18-26

Mark 1:40-45
Q (Luke 7:1-10)
Mark 1:29-31
Mark 1:32-34
Q (Luke 9:57-60)
Mark 4:35-41
Mark 5:1-20
Mark 2:1-12
Mark 2:13-17
Mark 2:18-22
Mark 5:21-43

Matthew 9:27-31 Mark 10:46-52
Matthew 9:32-34 Q (Luke 11:1416)
Matthew 9:35
Mark 6:6

Although Matthew used Markan material in writing the majority of Matthew 8-9,
as shown in Table 1, he was not faithful in following the Markan tradition in these
chapters.6 The salient differences between the miracle stories of Matthew 8-9 and its
sources, the Gospel of Mark and Q, may be summarized as follows.

6

Some scholars such as Eduard Schweizer (The Good News according to Matthew [London:
SPCK, 1976], 72-73) or Graham N. Stanton (A Gospel for a New People: Studies in Matthew [Edinburgh:
T&T Clark, 1992], 31) think that the author used a collection of Jesus’ acts in Matthew 8-9 as he used his
sayings in Matthew 5-7. However, we do not have any example of Jesus’ acts in the way that Q is shown to
be plausible by the similar Gospel of Thomas. In addition, we can observe some methods in the author’s reorganization of the miracle stories from Mark, as we will show in this paper.

3
Collection of the Nine (or Ten)7 Miracle Stories in One Unit
The most basic and unique feature of Matthean redaction of his sources is his
rearrangement of the orders of Mark and Q so that nine miracle stories are collected in
one place, albeit interspersed with two apophthegms: Matt 8:18-22 (following Jesus) and
9:9-17 (discussion about fasting and new wine).8 Here we do not try to explain these
changes by Gundry’s argument for “editorial fatigue”9 or as a drain on “the reservoir of
tradition” of Davies and Allison.10 Rather, Matthew’s alterations to the order of sayings
and narratives are shown to belong to his editorial energy and his keen interest in
representing aspects of the tradition that were of great significance to his community.
The alterations require exploration of their effect individually, on the cluster of pericopae,
and ultimately on the message of the gospel as a whole. Matthew has created a new
context in which the nine miracle stories together possess a function particular to his
gospel.
The manner in which Matthew has created a close grouping of the nine miracles

7

Some scholars, such as E. Klostermann (Das Matthhausevangelium, 2nd ed. [Tubingen: Mohr,
1927], 72), B. W. Bacon (Studies in Matthew [New York: Henry Holt, 1930], 187-189), H. J. Schoeps
(Theologie und Geschichte des Judenchristentums [Tubingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 1949], 93-97), J. M. Kastner
(Moses im Neuen Testament [München: Ludwig-Mazimillians-Universität, 1967], 165-69) link these ten
miracle stories with the ten miracles performed by Moses in Exodus; however, many scholars, such as D.
C. Allison, J. P. Meier, J. D. Kingsbury, U. Luz and R. H. Gundry think there are nine miracle stories. The
issue is how to interpret 9:18-26. It seems to be correct to think of nine because it has become traditional to
combine the two miracle stories into one. Therefore, there are nine miracle stories and ten miracles in
Matthew 8-9. This will be explained in Chapter Five: MTSP in the Second Cluster.
8

It is not strange that Luz calls Matthew 8-9 “uncharacteristic of Matthean interpretation of
tradition.” See his article, “Die Wundergeschichten von Mt 8-9,” ed. Gerald F. Hawthorne & Otto Betz,
Tradition and Interpretation in the New Testament: Essays in Honor of E. Earle Ellis (Grand Rapids, MI:
W. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1987), 149.
9

Robert H. Gundry, Matthew: A Commentary on His Handbook for a Mixed Church under
Persecution, 2nd ed. (W. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1994), 10.
10

Davis, W. D & D. C. Allison, Matthew 1-7. ICC (New York: T&T Clark Ltd., 1988), 71.
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results in the sacrifice of the more “natural” contextualization provided for them in
Mark’s gospel where they are spread out chronologically and geographically. Indeed, if
one were to follow the timeline of Matt 8-9, the nine miracles related there would fit into
only two days.11 This lack of distinction in separating out the miracles chronologically
shows that the author preferred the effect of grouping the miracles, even at the cost of any
realistic contextualization which would demand their distribution over a period of time as
we see in Mark. For example, note Mark’s introduction to the account of the Paralytic,
“a few days later” (2:1; δι᾿ ἡμερῶν) or the context of habitual action using “(once) again”
(2:1, 13, 3:1, 5:21; πάλιν), situating them between the miracle stories. In contrast,
Matthew starts every pericope in Matthew 8-9 with participles (8:1, 5, 14, 16, 18, 23, 28;
9:1, 9, 18, 27, 32) only with the exception of Matthew 9:14 and 9:35. In Matt 9:14-17
(the question of fasting), Matthew uses τóτε instead of participle, but this adverb has the
same effect as a participle in connecting the two pericopes in a close relationship.12
Meanwhile, Matthew 9:35 is the first sentence of the final pericope of Matthew 8-9 and

11

In Matt 8:1-5, the leper might be understood to meet Jesus in the morning, then Jesus enters
Capernaum where he pronounces a healing on the Centurion’s servant (Matt 8:5-13). Passing on into
Simon’s house, he heals his mother-in-law (Matt 8:14-17). Only then is there a mention of evening coming
(Matt 8:16; ’Οψίας δέ γενομενης). The second day begins with Jesus’ counseling of those who would
follow him (Matt 8:18-22), after which he then enters the boat with his disciples and during the journey
stills the storm (Matt 8:23-27). Notice that Matthew, unlike Mark (Mk 4:35) does not situate this miracle at
night. Reaching the other side of the lake, he exorcizes the two demoniacs (Matt 8:28-34) and then
crossing back to Jewish territory is met with the friends of the paralyzed man, a man he restores to health
and whose sins he forgives (Matt 9:2-8). Right after this, he calls Matthew and attends a dinner where he
defends his choice to eat with “sinners” (Matt 9:9-13). Then, after explaining why his disciples do not fast
(Matt 9:14-17), he goes with the father of a deceased girl and answers his plea to raise her from the dead,
but first cures the woman with the hemorrhage (Matt 9:18-26). Following this he cures two blind men
(Matt 9:27-31) and exorcizes a dumb demoniac (Matt 9:32-34). Matthew closes with a summary statement
about Jesus’ many healings.
12

“When they [the tenses of the participle] stand in indirect discourse and represent the indicative,
they denote time relatively to that of the main verb.” Herbert Weir Smyth, Greek Grammar (Boston, MA:
Harvard University Press, 1984), 454, no. 2043.

5
so, being a conclusion, does not need the effect of grouping.
This tendency for grouping in Matthew 8-9 demonstrates the tight link and the
close relationship of each of the two consecutive miracle stories in Matthew 8-9; the
author must have tried to give a close relationship to the nine miracle stories in Matthew
8-9. Therefore it is clear by the very fact that the evangelist places all these miracles in
close proximity that the message he wants to convey requires it and that the intended
message outweighs a more natural spacing out of the miracles over time, as Mark had
done.
Many scholars interpret Matthew 8-9 from the viewpoint of relationship with
Matthew 5-7, The Sermon on the Mount. It is unanimously pointed out that as Matthew
5-7 represents the words of Jesus, Matthew 8-9 illustrates his powerful deeds.13 Both
sections are similar in that they are collections, words of wisdom in one and deeds in
another.
However, two important keys to the interpretation of Matthew’s intent have not
been studied with sufficient detail: first, the reason for nine miracle stories in Matthew 89, and second, how they are related to each other.14 If the evangelist has chosen these
particular miracles, and placed them in this particular order, he intended a certain new
message, a special significance that was important enough to lift these nine stories from
their places in the tradition. It is this important investigation that this dissertation
13

For example, Davies and Allison describe Matthew 5-7 as the “challenge of Jesus’ words” and
Matthew 8-9 as the “challenge of Jesus’ deeds” (Matthew 8-18, 5), Meier “Messiah of Word” and
“Messiah of the Deed” (Matthew. NTM 3 [Wilminton, DL: Michael Glazier, 1980], p.80), Gundry as
[authority of Jesus in his words,] and “authority of Jesus in his deeds” (Matthew, 137), D. A. Hagner [the
authoritative Words of the Messiah] and “the authoritative Deeds of the Messiah” (Matthew 1-13. WBC
33A-B [Dallas, TX: Word Books, Publisher, 1993], 195).
14

This topic will be discussed in Chapter Two History of research.
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endeavors to address.
Change of Order15
Along with the issue of the collection of these nine miracle stories in one place,
the second issue of the changed order requires a careful reexamination.
Matthew has re-organized three different sections of the Markan source. His first
miracle, The Healing of the Leper (Matt 8:1-5) relies on Mark 1:40-45. After the Q
miracle of the Healing of the Centurion’s Servant (Matt 8:5-13) he inserts the Healing of
Peter’s Mother-in-Law (Matt 8:14-16), dependent on Mark 1:29-30, and then Matthew
inserts the summary statement which concludes Mark’s day in Capernaum (Matt 8:16-17)
reliant on Mark 1:32-34. That is, Matthew chose to reverse the order of the Markan
miracles. As a result, of course, Matthew 8:1-4 (The Healing of the Leper) and 8:14-15
(The Healing of Peter’s Mother in Law) have different contexts from those in the Markan
presentation.
Again Matthew presents the Healing of the Paralytic in Matt 9:2-8, dependent on
Mark 2:1-12, right after his story of the Stilling of the Storm and the Exorcism of the
Two Demoniacs, which rely on Mark 4:35-5:20. This is a significant change in the order
of the miracle stories of Mark, which needs detailed explanation.16 With respect to the

15

It is important to explain the change of order that Matthew 8-9 adopted in order to support the
Markan priority. See Alistair Stewart-Sykes, “Matthew’s “Miracle Chapters”: From Composition to
Narrative, and Back Again,” in SB 25 (1995), 55.
16

Held (Tradition and Interpretation, pp.242-245) and Thompson (“Reflections on the
Composition of MT 8:1-9:34,” in CBQ 33 [1971], 371-78) explain this pericope from the viewpoint of
discipleship. However, C. Burger (“Jesu Taten nach Mt 8 und 9,” in ZTK 70 [1973], 284-87) and J. D.
Kingsbury (“Observations on the Miracle Stories of Matthew 8-9,” in CBQ 40 [1978], 562) changed the
theme into an ambiguous one: Jesus and Israel. Criticizing their neglecting of the triadic structure, Allison
explains this pericope from the viewpoint of Jesus’ authority and mercy (Matthew 8-18, 116). But he did
not explain why this pericope was placed at the end of the second triad.

7
change in context, then, Matthew’s order inverts that of Mark so that Jesus’ Stilling of the
Storm and Exorcism of the Demons occurs before he meets the Paralytic. The
progression of Jesus’ journey as it was intended by Mark, that Mark desires Jesus’
parables taught from the boat to lead to the sailing out to cross the sea and ultimately the
Stilling of the Storm, this progression is lost completely. Such changes in the progression
of the stories by Matthew show a true redactional intent.
Matthew’s use of the three Q passages in Matthew 8-9 also should be considered
(Matthew 8:5-13: The Healing of the Centurion’s Servant; Matthew 8:18-22: Following
Jesus; and Matthew 9:32-34: The Exorcism of the Dumb Demoniac) with attention to
Matthew’s intent. The insertion of these Q materials makes the structure of Matthew 8-9
more complex, and clearly points to Matthew’s intention for the use of the miracles.
Let us draw attention to the Q apophthegm found in Matt 8:18-34. With its
proximity to the miracles that follow, we must ask how Matthew understands the theme
of “Following Jesus.”
Any theory about the special redactional intent of Matthew’s understanding of the
miracles in Matthew 8-9 must address the clustering, the order, the progression of
miracles, and the function of the Q material.
Abbreviation17
Our interest now turns to the changes made to each miracle story. As is well

17

This section is important in identifying the character of the miracle stories in Matthew 8-9.
Because of the substantial alteration of the Markan miracle stories, Held does not see Matthew 8-9 as
miracle stories but pronouncement stories, controversy stories or conversations (“Matthew as Interpreter,”
176-177, 244-246). However, we should ask if Matthew 8-9 does not belong to the genre of miracle stories
at all. See John Paul Heil’s article, “Significant Aspects of the Healing Miracle Stories,” in CBQ 41 (1979),
274-287.
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summarized in Held’s article,18 most pericopae in Matthew 8-9 are reduced from the
original text of Mark. In fact, Held was ready to think of the Matthew miracles not as the
miracles of Bultmann, but as either the paradigms of Dibelius or apothegms of
Bultmann.19 According to Held, Matthew’s miracle stories are contradictory to
Bultmann’s miracle stories in many points: 1) the suppliant is quite briefly introduced, 2)
faith is expressed in the request of the suppliant, 3) Jesus replies to the request with a
healing saying or action, 4) there is a brief notice that the miracle has taken place.20 All
these characteristics are closer to the paradigm of Dibelius than to the miracle stories of
Bultmann. According to Dibelius, paradigms have the following characteristics: 1) the
climax is Jesus’ saying or deed, 2) the background description is limited to the primary
information, 3) the story ends with Jesus’ saying which “gives the whole story an
immediate reference to the hearers.”21 Here we can confirm at least similarities, if not the
same identity.
Bultmann’s apothegms also could be similar to the Matthean miracle stories in
that some of the healing miracle stories in Matthew have a conversational form and
conclude with a striking saying of Jesus.22 According to Bultmann, apothegms are “items
the point of which consists of a saying of Jesus contained in a brief framework.”23 In
18

Held, “Matthew as Interpreter,” 168-192.

19

Ibid., 242-43; Rudolf Bultmann, The History of the Synoptic Tradition. trans. John Marsh
(Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1963), 11-68.
20

Held, “Matthew as Interpreter,” 241.

21

Dibelius, Die Formgeschichte des Evangeliums (Tűbingen: Mohr, 1966), 42-54.

22

Held, “Matthew as Intepreter,” 243.

23

Bultmann, Synoptic Tradition, 11.
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other words, the key point of an apothegm is Jesus’ final saying. After all, the core
factors of apothegm and paradigm are 1) they are brief stories; 2) Jesus’ saying is the
core, even if it deals with the miracle story.
In most miracle stories in Matthew 8-9, most backgrounds or secondary parts of
the miracle stories are abbreviated or omitted. One example is Matthew 8:28-34, the
story of Gadarene Demoniacs. The terrible description about the state of this possessed
person (Mark 5:3-6) and his asking to follow Jesus (Mark 5:18-20) are omitted. These
omissions give the effect of figuring demons, not the demoniacs, as the main character of
this miracle story. Matt 9:2-8, the Healing of the Paralytic, also abbreviates Mark 2:2-5,
where the author describes the faith of those who carried the paralytic. This abbreviation
makes not the faith of the people but Jesus’ power to forgive to sin the main theme of the
pericope.
Matt 9:18-26, Jairus’ Daughter and a Woman’s Faith, also keeps only the
simplified story of Mark 5:21-43. In Matt 9:18, Jairus’ daughter is reported to be dead
already, contrary to Mark 5:23 and, therefore, Matthew does not need the servants’ report
about the death of Jairus’ daughter in Mark 5:35-36. This omission gives the impression
that the miracle story itself is not the main focus of this pericope because the redactor
neglected the dramatic effect of the death report. The simplified story of the woman with
the hemorrhage also supports this impression. The detailed description about the
woman’s bleeding and her financial situation (Mark 5:26) and the vivid and long
expression of the healing procession (Mark 5:29-33) are abbreviated and Jesus’ simple
comment replaces it: “Take heart, daughter; your faith has made you well. And instantly

10
the woman was made well” (Matt 9:22).
Through these simplified miracle stories of Matthew, we can observe that
conversations between Jesus and the suppliants are emphasized, and that through this
emphasis on the conversation the first Evangelist could make the miracle stories in his
Gospel far shorter than the original ones in Mark. However, an important question is
whether Matthew thought of these narratives as wisdom sayings or as testimonies of
Jesus’ deeds. The purpose of abbreviation needs to be evaluated by the results it
produces on the whole set of pericopes, for if Matthew used his authorial creativity to
form the collection, it was this same imagination that explains why he would abbreviate
the stories as well.
Doublets
The miracle story of “two blind men healed” in Mark 10:46-52 is used twice in
Matthew at 9:27-31 and 20:29-34. The miracle story of “healing of a mute” in Q (Luke
11:14-16) is also used twice in Matthew at 9:32-34 and 12:22-24. If these two doublets
are not accidental, they should be explained.24 In the first case, that of the blind men,
Matthew appears to have wanted to couple Mark’s story of the man from Bethsaida (Mk
8:22-27) with the Bartimaeus story, while the Exorcism of the Dumb Demoniac seems to
reflect both Mark’s rather problematic and slightly magical (?) report in Mark 7:31-37 as
well as the Q account of Jesus’ miracle in Q (Lk) 11:14-16.
The importance of the doublets lies in their method of repetition. If we carefully
compare these two doublets, we can find different methods in using the original sources.
24
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The first doublet in Matthew 9:27-31 is different in its concrete usage from Matthew
20:29-34. The miracle story in Matthew 20:29-34 is contextually more similar to Mark
12:22-24 than Matthew 9:27-31; Matthew 20:29-34 does not omit the chronological or
geographical background as in Matthew 8-9. In addition, Matthew 9:27-31 added one
message to its end: “Then Jesus sternly ordered them, ‘See that no one knows this’”
(9:30). The two blind men, however, “spread the news about him throughout that district”
(9:31). On the contrary, the miracle stories of the healing of a mute in Matthew 9:32-34
and 12:22-24 uses Q (Luke 11:14-16) in a very similar way. There is no confession of
faith and no conversation typical to the miracle stories in Matthew.
Here we may ask some questions. First, why did the author take the risk of using
the doublets twice? They are too peculiar to accept as careless redactions; the author must
have some reasons for the use of these two doublets. Second, why did the author add
Jesus’ stern prohibition of revelation of his miracle performance to other people? If the
author adds something contrary to his general tendency of abbreviation, there must be
some important reasons behind it. Third, why did the author not add anything about the
suppliant’s faith or Jesus’ saying, which are essential to the miracle stories in Matthew?
This does not fit with Matthew’s creative attitude toward the miracle texts. It seems that
the author needed the two doubled miracle stories in organizing Matthew 8-9 in spite of
repetition as he needed Q in addition to the Gospel of Mark. The two doublets must also
be explained from the perspective of all of the nine miracle stories in order to understand
the intent of Matthew 8-9.
In sum, if we reflect on all of these differences, we can easily come to the
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conclusion that the author of the Gospel of Matthew must have re-created the nine
miracle stories in chapters 8-9 according to a new context with a special purpose. It is
natural, then, to ask why and how Matthew used the Markan text in Matthew 8-9 so
differently from its original context, how he used the Q material to enhance the meaning
of the whole section, and why he needed two doublets in his gospel. The answer should
be sought in the context of Matthew, for there is nothing more important that we can
consult than the text itself.
The second chapter of this dissertation will now turn to a historical overview of
the scholarly investigation and attempts to answer the questions of the meaning of
Matthew 8-9 based on his collation of materials and their contextualization. Discipleship,
faith, and Christology,25 which are indeed important themes in Matthew’s gospel, prove
insufficient to give the reasons for Matthew’s choice and organization of the material.
What will become apparent is the honesty of Luz’ frank assessment when he observes,
“its [of Mt 8-9] surface structure is quite confusing.”26
This issue of the structure of Matt 8-9 holds the key to understanding how the
evangelist created meaning out of the material from his sources. Thus although the
individual redactional changes Matthew has made on the individual components of the
chapters help to support the overall meaning, that meaning is dependent on the overall
significance achieved by the evangelist in the structuring of the elements and the dynamic
25
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achieved by their relationship to each other.

CHAPTER TWO
HISTORY OF RESEARCH
Ever since the publication of Held’s article in 1963, redaction criticism has
become one of the main tools in the study of Matthew 8-9 and many scholars are still
using this criticism consciously or unconsciously.1 The methodology of redaction
criticism presumes that by comparing the author’s work to his sources, one can create
patterns of differences that signal the particular interest of the author. The importance of
securing the author’s intent is that it indicates the particular meaning from the beginning
to the end of the gospel, and also the particular significance of the sections, in their
relationship to each other. In other words, the holistic understanding of the entire Gospel
and partial understanding of each unit should show harmony and consistency. Without a
clear understanding of the evangelist’s intent in his organization of sections of his gospel,
proposals about the intent of the entire gospel are little more than arbitrary guesses
without proper literary controls. It goes without saying that the evangelist’s
reorganization of the miracle stories into the arrangement found in chapters 8-9, that he
has changed the stories and their placement, reflects his particular perspective on them
and on their significance for the gospel. The method needed here, however, requires a
re-evaluation.
1
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The study of Matthew 8-9 has a relatively simple history, compared to other parts
of the Gospel of Matthew. The reason for this is that Matthew 8-9 does not apparently
show a clear structure. After the publication of Held’s article in 1963, thematic
approaches based upon Form Criticism had been dominant in the study of Matthew 8-9
and still with the appearance of Narrative Criticism thematic analysis was influential in
proposals concerning Matthew’s intent. Many such scholars have devoted themselves to
polishing Held’s thematic approach with little real development so that this area of
investigation has remained relatively unchallenged. One problem that is not recognized
in these approaches is the need to recognize the evangelist’s hand in the structuring of the
set in Matthew 8-9. In studies which were confined to form critical discussions, each of
the miracles was examined individually as paradigms. The other main lens has viewed
the miracles as part of the entire gospel narrative, especially, with the advent of Narrative
Criticism in the 1970s to 1980s. Luz, for example, criticizes the “thematic” approach of
Held when he states, “he [Held] is hardly concerned at all with the totality of Matthew’s
Gospel as the narrative frame for the miracle stories and as the key to understanding
them.”2 Certainly, Narrative Criticism views the set of miracles in Matthew 8-9 from the
viewpoint of the whole structure of the Gospel itself, but there is no analysis of the actual
structure of the collection itself. It follows that without this analysis, theories of the
function of the Matthean miracle set in Matt 8-9 in the context of the whole gospel
narrative is open to error.
Certain attempts have been made to address this problem, such as the focus on
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placement analysis and organizational devices like the chiasm,3 but these theories are
artificial and the miracles do not easily fall into a chiastic shape. The most serious
problem of this approach is that “theological studies which have used chiasm for
purposes of exegesis are rare.”4 In other words, this approach cannot provide theological
interpretation, while it may give some ascetic structures.
Another type of placement study focuses on what is called “triadic analysis,” such
the studies of Davies and Allison.5 The difficulty with the use of this method is that it
remains wooden, and does not seem to allow for theological significance to be derived
from it, as is the case with chiastic approaches.
At present there is no unanimous agreement on the approach necessary for
understanding the arrangement of Matthew 8-9 , and of course then, no agreement on
authorial intent with respect to the placement of the miracles in their structure. That is,
the overall structure has been addressed, but never in a way to illustrate the particular role
played by each miracle in the overall structure Matthew created by his placement of the
miracle stories in Matthew 8-9.
Before any new suggestion of method can be made, this introduction of the main
difficulties with the models used up until the present deserve a more detailed discussion.
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Thematic Approaches
Günther Bornkamm
After World War II, three main scholars, none of whom were in contact with each
other, introduced Redaction Criticism as a new field that evolved from form critical
analysis of the Synoptic Gospels: Günther Bornkamm, Hans Conzelmann, and William
Marxsen. Bornkamm started the redactional study of Matthew in a short article in 1948,
“The Stilling of the Storm in Matthew.”6 There he emphasizes and illustrates that
Matthew was not only a presenter but also an interpreter of the traditions of the early
Christian churches. Matthew should be seen as an interpreter who demonstrated a certain
command in his use of his sources, as can be seen when one compares his editing to that
of Luke, for example.
As a pioneer of redactional analysis, Bornkamm focuses on the difference
between the pericope in Matt 8:23-27 and its synoptic parallels in Mark 4:35-41 and Luke
8:22-25. He illustrates that by placing the story in a different context than that found in
Mark and by making his own additions Matthew gives a new meaning to the story.7 That
is, Matthew positioned this story just after the two sayings of Jesus about discipleship
(Matt 8:19-22), and by adding the Jesus saying, “Why are you afraid, you of little faith?”
(8:26), he really reinterprets the story so that it addresses discipleship.8 Of course, he
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calls on other observations such as the addition of “disciples” in the introduction of Matt
8:23, as well as the change in the disciples’ cry for help from their criticism of Jesus to
their confession of confidence in Jesus (8:25), using “Lord” as a divine designation rather
than a human title of respect.9
Here Bornkamm identifies the author’s distinctive approach to the miracle story
as “a kerygmatic paradigm of the danger and glory of discipleship,” using Dibelius’
concept of a paradigm.10 Although he does not explain in detail why this pericope should
be paradigmatic, he believes that the theological intention of Matthew in this pericope is
the emphasis on the theme of discipleship. According to Bornkamm, one can see the
typical “choral ending” of a paradigm when Matthew replaces “disciples” with “men” to
the question of who Jesus is in Matthew 2:27.”11 It must be noted however, that the word
‘men’ refers to those who followed Jesus after the Sermon on the Mount, and therefore
was only natural. Although Bornkamm’s identification of this pericope as a paradigm
was not detailed or complete, his conclusion has hugely influenced later interpretations of
miracle stories in Matthew 8-9, especially in the case of Heinz J. Held.
Bornkamm’s development of Redaction Criticism as a new discipline was
possible because he noticed the problem of Form Criticism which tends “to look upon the
single pericope, the single saying and the single deed of Jesus as the primary data of
tradition and to regard context and framework of the single pericopes on the other hand
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as secondary.”12 This notion enabled him to seek the motives in the evangelist’s
composition of the story of the Stilling of the Storm by focusing both on the placements
in the gospel, as we have seen, and by his additions and substitutions. Nevertheless, one
cannot help but notice that he still appeals to form criticism by categorizing the story as
in the style of “paradigmatic narratives.”13 This attitude toward Form Criticism was very
natural; he was a pupil of Rudolf Bultmann and he “always assumed the results of Form
Criticism in his own studies.”14 Thus, even though he recognizes the limitations of form
criticism, he was still dependent on its classifications himself. Even though he brings in
the Matthean additions and choices of placement in the gospel, he was dealing only with
the single miracle apart from other factors of placement, that is, the arrangement of the
miracles set in Matt 8-9. While we should admit Bornkamm’s contribution to the
development of Form Criticism into Redaction Criticism, his contribution also put a
strong limit to the research of the miracle stories in Matthew 8-9 for a long time by
putting a form critical boundary on it.
Heinz J. Held
One reason for the continual problems with the incomplete analysis of the miracle
stories in Matthew 8-9 is paradoxically the huge influence of Held, who sought to bring
clarity to the Matthean miracle set with a thematic approach.15 However, he focused the
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investigation of the miracles for the first time completely through the lens of form
criticism. Previous studies had been only partial, focusing on each miracle story. Under
the influence of his mentor Günther Bornkamm, who interpreted the stilling of the storm
(Matthew 8:23-27) as “a kerygmatic paradigm of the danger and glory of discipleship,”16
Held approached the Matthean miracle stories with respect to the degree to which they
were clearly paradigms.17 As he analyzed how Matthew retold the Markan miracle stories
through abbreviation and expansion, he preferred the system of Dibelius, rather than that
of Bultmann and his identification of the miracle story, a “form” unfamiliar to the
ordinary person of the first century. For Dibelius the stories of Jesus’ miracles were
either “paradigms” or “tales.” Held concluded that Matthew’s miracles held the brevity,
focus, and special Jewish message that characterized the Dibelius paradigm form. 18
The abbreviations19 that can be found in many miracle stories of Matthew’s
Gospel gave Held the impression that “the first evangelist did not attach much
importance to the narratives about Jesus,” because he thought that the abbreviations
weakened the miracle stories.20 According to Held, abbreviation was necessary to
Matthew in order to concentrate on the essential theme of the miracle stories through
removing the secondary characters and backgrounds. Thus, the analysis of the
16
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abbreviated texts provides a clue for the author’s interpretation of the miracle stories in
Matthew.
Held finds four characteristics common in the paradigms in Matthew 8-9: 21
a. The recession of the descriptive element and the predominance of formal
expressions, particularly at the beginning and the end.
b. The leaving out of all secondary people and secondary actions.
c. The increasing meaning of the conversation between the suppliant and Jesus
d. The role of faith, which is developed in conversation.
All these characteristics prevent us from calling the miracle passages in Matthew
“miracle stories” as defined by Bultmann because they are taking the form of
conversation rather than focusing on an action. Among these characteristics, the
conversation between the suppliant and Jesus, which is found in almost every miracle
story, is important to Held in understanding the author’s intention. This is especially true
of Jesus’ final saying, which provides the main theme of the paradigms in Matthew 8-9.
Here Held notes the particular characteristics that identify them as paradigms: 22
a. The action reaches its climax, which cannot be surpassed, either in a
saying or deed of Jesus.
b. The simple description is confined to the most necessary matters; on
the more intimate circumstances, the time of the day, the occasion,
other people, and generally on the place practically nothing is reported.
With regard to the suppliants we learn nothing except that they wish to
come into contact with Jesus. What we do learn, however, and what
alone we are supposed to learn is this: how Jesus responds to this
contact. In the paradigmatic healing stories the topic of the miraculous
is missing: the only important thing is that Jesus healed and how he
revealed in a short saying the meaning and object of his action to the
person healed and the witness.
c. At the end there often stands a saying of Jesus which has a general
meaning and which, as a rule for faith or life, gives the whole story an
immediate reference to the hearers.
21
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While Held admits the difficulty of making a clear conclusion about the form of the
miracle stories in Matthew’s Gospel, he settles on the form of paradigm and the form of
conversation.23 Based upon this observation Held concludes that each miracle story is
“given an illustrative meaning, with different themes.”24
Of course, Held did not limit his analysis to each paradigm in the set because he
also indicates a systematic nature in Matthew’s Gospel. He sees a well-ordered cycle in
Matthew 8-9, which follows Matthew 5-7 (the Sermon on the Mount), a meaningful
arrangement of Jesus sayings. Depending on the theme Held identifies for each paradigm,
he divides Matthew 8-9 into three sections: Prophecy fulfillment of God’s
Servant/Christology (8:1-17), Discipleship (8:18-9:17) and Faith (9:18-31).25 Held does
not mean that these three sections are mutually exclusive but rather that one special
theme is prevailing while others are overlapping. He has to admit that there is an
overarching theme of Christology.26
This thematic approach influenced Held’s interpretation of Matthew’s intention in
the redacted material. For example, Held explains that since the healing miracles focus on
faith, Matthew omitted two Markan miracles from his Gospel, Mark 7:31-37 (the
exorcism of the dumb/demoniac) and Mark 8:22-26 (the healing of the blind man of
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Bethsaida).27 However, it is doubtful if this is the main reason for the omission. Rather it
would be more persuasive to explain that Matthew removed every Markan data that made
Jesus look weak or dependent on magic to suit his Christology.28 In addition, not all
miracle stories in Matthew 8-9 describe faith, as shown in the examples of Matt 8:14-15;
8:23-27; 8:28-34; 9:32-34. Four out of nine paradigms are not based upon faith, so that
faith cannot be argued as the most fundamental interest of the author.
Another example is found in the doublets. Matthew 9:27-31 (the Healing of the
Two Blind Men), is repeated in Matthew 20:29-34. Held thinks that Matthew retold Mark
10:46-52 first in Matthew 20 and then in Matthew 9.29 The reason for this is that the
second telling follows the Markan tradition more closely than the first one. His
conclusion reflects his claim that the tendency of Matthew’s free reproduction becomes
clearer in the second stage. If Held’s analysis is correct, however, we should ask first of
all if Matthew 20:29-34 is a paradigm as much as Matthew 9:27-31 or, in other words,
whether 20:29-34 is closer to the “miracle story” of Bultmann or to the “paradigm” of
Dibelius. Held defined the Matthean miracle stories as paradigmatic, but Matthew 20:2934 does not clearly support the claim, as it would an abbreviated miracle story.
Since the evidence shows that Matthew abbreviates the Markan miracle story as
he chooses, it appears that he is not aware of these distinctions that Held and other
scholars recognize in “paradigm” and “miracle story.” Matthew 20:29-34 really does not
27
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abbreviate the background enough to be classified as a paradigm; instead, it just omitted
some unfashionably repeated phrases of the Markan texts and the secondary characters.
In addition, the author changed Jesus’ saying into an instance of Jesus’ touching (Matt
20:34// Mark 10:52), which is done through compassion and no other motive.
All these examples lead us to doubt if it is helpful to apply Dibelius’ own created
form of “paradigm” and argue against “miracle story” which also was a form that is never
attested as conscious to anyone in the first century. Dibelius himself admits the limits of
his classification of the paradigm. Since Held took the risk of putting all his eggs in this
one basket,30 his work was confined by controls that Dibelius himself admits are not
certain. His method of searching for Matthew’s intended “themes” in each “paradigm,”
influenced his followers to enter into the same conversation in the analysis of Matthew 89. The controls are so weak, however, that it is not at all surprising that Allison asserts
that the thematic approach for studying Matthew 8-9 should be abandoned.31
Another point that should be observed is that because Held was focusing on the
wisdom of the paradigm he did not give proper attention to the miraculous event in the
account. For example, the stilling of the storm is a lesson in discipleship, not the
attesting of Jesus’ power over nature, and Jairus’ daughter is a lesson in faith, not the
confession of Jesus’ power to bring back the dead. Finally, Held was so focused on the
individual themes of each account that he did not note the effect of the structure of the
set. Thus, in his interpretation the question of the structure of the set was not in focus;
30
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Matthew 8-9 was a collection of paradigms meant to teach discipleship and faith as a
response to Christ.32 This interpretation seems to have been dependent on the fact that
none of the fourteen pericopes in Matthew 8-9 are miracle stories
Third, Held neglected the context of Matthew 8-9. Even though he admitted the
close relationship between Matthew 5-7 (Jesus’ words) and Matthew 8-9 (Jesus’ deeds),33
he did not integrate this relationship into his interpretation of Matthew 8-9. For him, both
should be seen as Christological expressions. The conceptual gap, however, between
“paradigm” (theme) and “deed” in the analysis of Matthew 8-9 has to be noted.
Christology in Matthew 8-9 should be approached from the viewpoint of Jesus’ deed as a
pair with Jesus’ word in Matthew 5-7. However, there is a parallel between “paradigm”
and actual “deed.” If “paradigm” neglects the flow of a story, “deed” denies any theme
in it. If paradigm places the emphasis on themes, deed stresses behaviors. Moreover, two
among Held’s three themes in Matthew 8-9 are not directly related to Jesus’ deeds.
“Discipleship” and “faith” focus on other people’s responses, but not Jesus’ deeds. This
is why a thematic approach is basically wrong in analyzing Matthew 8-9, if we accept the
unanimous agreement that Matthew 8-9 is about Jesus’ deeds.
Fourth, we should distinguish motif and theme. The subjects in Matthew 5-7 such
as fulfillment of the laws, charity, or beatitude are not interpreted as themes. They could
be motifs, but they cannot be the main themes of Matthew 5-7. The passage is not
emphasizing its contents such as adultery, divorce or oaths; the passage is just describing
Jesus’ power in word or Jesus’ revolutionary teaching, which surprised people. Likewise,
32
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the three themes of Held cannot be centered on the interpretation of Matthew 8-9. The
passage is emphasizing the powerful deeds of Jesus, not some themes such as faith or
discipleship. Held’s method may be valuable in his trying to identify the miracle stories
in Matthew as a different genre from the miracle stories of Mark under the influence of
From Criticism, but it is not useful in analyzing Matthew 8-9. His paradigmatic focus
cannot account for the prominent place of Jesus’ deeds in the miracle accounts.
Fifth, it must be noted that Held limited the redactor’s role to the minimum, only
helping focus the paradigm. He is right that certain themes do arise in the stories, such as
discipleship and faith, but he overlooked the other ways in which Matthew showed his
desire to have the stories function in the deliberate way he moved them out of Markan
order, used Q, and refashioned them in a new structure. This is real redaction which went
unexplored.34 As shown in the case of doublets, Matthew’s repetitions do not always take
the same format. Some are given other backgrounds and include other characters.
Sometimes also Matthew will add sentences that help to bring out the miracle itself
Matthew 9:26, 9:30-31, 9:33-34.
This approach, which is only individual and focused on themes of paradigms,
would receive a fresh approach with the rise of narrative criticism, but not for some time.
His approach would continue to influence other scholars in their exegesis of Matt 8-9.
William G. Thompson
If Held tried to find how Matthew retold the traditional miracle stories of Mark
and Q as a whole, Thompson tried to support Held’s thematic approach through the
34
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restricted analysis of the miracle stories in Matthew 8-9. In other words, while Held tried
to find paradigmatic patterns and their themes in the miracle stories of the whole Gospel
of Matthew, Thompson tried to prove Held’s thematic understanding through the analysis
of several compositional techniques that he presupposed Matthew adopted in redacting
Matthew 8-9.35 Following Held’s three-fold divisions of Matthew 8-9, Thompson tries to
show how each division supports Held’s themes: 8:1-17 (Christology); 8:18-9:17
(discipleship); 9:18-31 (faith); 9:32-34 (conclusion).36
Thompson’s assumption was that in order to understand the over-all composition
of Matthew 8-9 we needed another method: “a vertical approach.” According to him,
Held’s approach was built upon “a horizontal approach” based upon Source Criticism,
which emphasized the uniqueness of the redacted material in comparison to its sources.
But the problem of this horizontal approach was that it did not pay attention to the
composition of the collected miracle stories; in other words, it did not provide the total
theology of the redactor. To solve this problem, Thompson suggested to “study Matthew
in terms of Matthew.”37 For this goal, he focuses on Matthew’s composition rather than
on the synoptic comparison. Thompson believes that through the analysis of the
composition we can find the redactor’s particular interests and his community’s needs.
His approach was influenced by N. Perrin’s book, What is Redaction Criticism?
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In this book, Perrin sees three aspects of Redaction Criticism: 1) change of the original
material, 2) arrangement of the changed material, 3) the movement of the arranged
material.38 Thompson focuses on compositions covering all these three aspects with the
designation of “Composition Criticism,” contrary to Held’s approach which focuses
mainly on “the change of the original material.” According to Thompson, Composition
Criticism “is equally concerned with the evangelist’s selection and redaction of existing
material, his composition of new material and his arrangement of redacted or freshly
created material into new units and patterns.”39
Thompson’s study of Matthew 8-9 starts with the attention to the two summaries
of Jesus’ activity (4:23; 9:35). These summaries emphasize Jesus’ three-fold activities:
“teaching in the synagogues, preaching the gospel of the kingdom and healing every
disease and every infirmity among the people.” Interestingly, he thinks that “the miraclesection (Matt 8:1-9:34) belongs to Matthew’s presentation of Jesus as powerful [both] in
word and work (italics mine).”40 In other words, he is different from most scholars in that
Matthew 8-9 describes Jesus’ powerful deed as a pair with Jesus’ powerful word in
Matthew 5-7.41
In this understanding, perhaps he was thinking of Held’s paradigmatic
approach focusing on Jesus’ sayings even though he does not use the word “paradigm” at
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all in his article.42 It well might be that because Held’s paradigmatic approach focused
on Jesus’ speech, Thompson thought that the Matthean miracle stories relate with Jesus’
words as well as his deed. Yet the emphasis on Jesus’ words is apparent. According to
Thompson, Jesus’ power in word and work is especially well reflected in the first
division of Matthew 8-9: 8:1-17. He sees the power of Jesus’ word in the repetition of the
same keyword, which is one of the several writing skills he presupposed in his article. In
the leper’s healing story, the word “cleanse” is repeated (8:2, 3a, 3b). In the second story
of the cure of the centurion’s servant, the centurion believed the power of Jesus’ word
(8:8, 9) and Jesus’ word cured the servant (8:13).
Matthew’s interest in the person of Jesus (i.e., Jesus’ word and deed) is also
reflected in the verbal contact between the set of miracle stories, which Thompson
presupposes is another compositional technique. For example, “touching” occurs in 8:3
and 8:15; “Lord” is used in 8:2 and 8:5-6. He thinks that these verbal contacts strengthen
the thematic unity of Matthew 8:1-17. Thompson also holds that some styles and
vocabulary reveal the redactor’s intention “to weave these episodes into a single unified
composition;”43 for example, the genitive-absolute construction and the word order (8:1,
5) or a coherent setting of these episodes (8:1, 5, 14, 16).
Thompson also uses the same method of analyzing each pericope through
composition techniques such as repetition of same keywords, verbal contacts, similar
styles and vocabulary in supporting Held’s second theme, discipleship ( 8:18-9:17) and
his third theme, faith (9:18-31). Each section uses its own particular repetitions in order
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to identify its theme and grouping. Matthew 9:32-34 is identified as the conclusion of the
miracle section in the “reaction of the crowds and the Pharisees to the cure of a dumb
man.”44 Thompson does not accept this pericope as a miracle story, but rather he focuses
on the reaction of the people. Here we see his dependence on Held, but also that
Thompson saw not only a collection of paradigms but also a penetrating narrative in the
collection of the miracle stories in Matthew 8-9.
Thompson contributed to the study of the Matthean miracle stories by “insisting
that one needed to look at the passage as a whole, as a Matthean composition, and not
only piecemeal in terms of what Matthew may have done with his sources.”45 Focusing
on Matthew’s several compositional skills, he supported Held’s three-fold thematic
divisions of the miracle stories in Matthew 8-9. He tried to strengthen Held’s form
critical approach by understanding all miracle stories in Matthew from the paradigmatic
viewpoint (i.e., the notion that Matthew changed the original miracle stories of Jesus into
the paradigmatic sayings of Jesus to emphasize some specific themes) by his observation
of these themes being shown in a continuous flow of narratives. In the end, then,
Thompson reinforced Held’s use of form criticism to exegete the meaning of Matthew’s
miracle story collection.
Four features characterize his approach. First, Thompson accepted Held’s
paradigmatic analysis of the miracle stories in Matthew without criticism. While he
admitted the difficulty of applying the theme of “discipleship” to the second part because
44
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of the exorcism of the Gadarene demoniacs (8:28-34) and the cure of the paralytic (9:18),46 Thompson did not make any effort to correct it.
Second, the boundary of his so-called compositional approach was limited to form
criticism. While he paid attention to the flow of the stories, this was not based upon the
story itself but on the continuity of the themes, by analyzing the repetition of vocabulary.
His attention focused on compositional techniques, but not the flow of the narratives
given the particular structure they hold. (Later, he adopted another approach, wherein he
interpreted the content of the stories for their meaning47 but did not analyze how the three
themes connected to the structure of the set.)
Third, Thompson understands Matthew 8-9 as a mixture of Jesus’ word and deed,
a sign of his dependence on form critics like Bornkamm or Held. Even though he did not
use the word “paradigm” our review indicates his seeming presupposition of such a form.
Interestingly, although Bornkamm and Held agree that Matthew 8-9 is related to Jesus’
deeds, Thompson interprets Matthew 8-9 as a mixture of both Jesus’ deed and word.
Thompson noticed that the problem of the thematic approaches of Bornkamm and Held is
that they could not be harmonized with the theme of Jesus’ deeds. He did not delve into
this issue but presented common elements that supported the themes. Thus he straddled
the knowledge of the miraculous deeds and the emphasis on claiming paradigmatic
themes in the stories.
Finally, his understanding of context and framework was a good beginning but
not quite enough. For Thompson, the context does not mean a pericope’s concrete
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situation in the development of the story but its cooperation to support the presupposed
theme. As a result, he does not pay attention to the story line of Matthew 8-9 itself. He
minimized Matthew’s role as the redactor in structure and focused on the composition of
the individual stories, the coherence of the vocabulary and the repetition of certain
teachings or themes.
In sum, it is Thompson who did draw our attention to the “conversation” among
the components of the miracle set, but it was limited to compositional techniques such as
repetition of same keywords, verbal contacts, similar styles and vocabulary. These
techniques are helpful in observing the continuity of some particular key words or
themes, but not in observing the flow of the story lines of Matthew 8-9. This limit
prevented him from “studying Matthew in terms of Matthew” in its full sense.
Christoph Burger
Christoph Burger follows J. Shniewind’s interpretation of Matthew 5-9, in which
the Jesus described in Matthew 5-7 is titled “the Messiah of Word” while in Matthew 8-9
he is understood as “the Messiah of Deed.”48 Burger counts ten miracle stories in
Matthew 8-9 and accepts the author’s role as an interpreter as well as a collector and
keeper of traditions. He does not, however, accept that Matthew 8-9 should be interpreted
as a demonstrative collection of miracle stories with an exclusively Christological
intention. Instead, Burger understands Matthew 8-9 more importantly as “the
foundational legend of Christian church.”49 This is explained by his view of Matthew 9:1-
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17 as supporting the theme, not of discipleship, but of the “separation of Jesus and his
discipleship from Judaism.”
Burger’s interpretation of Matthew 8-9 from the viewpoint of ecclesiology rather
than Christology starts with his six observations:50
1) In Matthew 8-9 Burger observes not only ten miracle stories but also several
different stories such as that of the “would-be followers of Jesus” (8:18-22), “the call of
Levi” (9:9-13), and “the question about fasting” (9:14-17). Matthew does not just follow
Markan traditions verbatim, but sometimes uses different materials like Q and sometimes
he even changes the order of Markan material.
2) All miracle stories, except the story of the centurion’s servant (8:5-13), come
from the Gospel of Mark, but Matthew does not use all of Mark’s miracle stories nor
does he arrange them according to the order of Mark. Although it was possible for
Matthew to adopt a simple collection of miracle stories in the same order as Mark 4:355:43, he chose to assign them a different order. According to Burger, this shows that there
must be some particular significance to the miracle stories for Matthew other than as
witnesses to the power of Jesus.
3) The insertion of the story of “the sick healed at evening” (8:16-17) marks a
turning point. Matthew adopted this summarized note in 8:16 following Mark 1:32-34
after the healing of Peter’s mother-in-law (Mark 8:14-15). He shortens the Markan
summary (8:16) further, however, and he adds the characteristic Matthean phrase: “This
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was to fulfill what had been spoken through…,” in this case “the prophet Isaiah” (8:17).
Notice that Matthew does not put this summary at the end of the entire miracle set of
Matthew 8-9, but after the first three miracles (8:1-15). According to Burger, this
suggests that the following stories will have a new theme, one different from that found
in Matthew 8:1-17.
4) Attention should be given not only to the arrangement but also to the revision
of each miracle story. The author shortened the Markan miracle stories and emphasized
the conversations between Jesus and the participants rather than the description of the
amazing miracles. This raises questions about the whole character of the miracle stories
in Matthew 8-9. According to Burger, the miracle stories in Matthew 8-9 serve a new
motif; they gain paradigmatic characters and serve the ecclesiological interests of the
evangelist all the while. Matthew shows that he is less interested in the amazing healing
power so that one must say that his focus is not exclusively Christological.
5) The repetition of Matthew 4:23 and 9:35 joins the Sermon on the Mount
(Matthew 5-7) and the following two chapters to create a united block with two
counterparts. Matthew 5-7 not only brings back the memory of Jesus’ teaching but also
writes down the basic laws of a Christological community. According to Burger, these
basic laws are eminently related to ecclesiology. Therefore, he concludes, Matthew 8-9
should be interpreted not only as a demonstrative collection of Jesus’ miraculous deeds
but also as a reflection of Matthew’s ecclesiological teaching.
6) Matthew 4:23 and 9:35 have almost the same wording, “Then Jesus went about
all the cities and villages, teaching in their synagogues, and proclaiming the good news of
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the kingdom, and curing every disease and every sickness” (italics mine). However, this
does not mean that these two verses are the inclusio of one united chapter. According to
Burger, the Sermon on the Mount is related to teaching (especially teaching of Jesus’
laws), because Matthew 5-7 ends with people’s astonishment about Jesus’ teaching:
“Now when Jesus had finished saying these things, the crowds were astonished at his
teaching, for he taught them as one having authority, and not as their scribes” (7:28-29;
italics mine). Matthew 8-9, then, is connected with the second part of the fundamental
account: proclaiming the good news of the kingdom and curing every disease and every
sickness.
Based on these six observations, Burger discovers a “new collage” which
Matthew created.51 In this mosaic he finds a new message different from that of Mark. In
the case of the first three miracle stories (the healing of a leper, the centurion’s servant,
and the healing of Peter’s mother-in-law [Matthew 8:1-15]), Burger finds a common
factor in that the suppliants have no or limited rights in the Jewish society: the leper, the
pagan, and the woman.52 Jesus takes care of those outcasts: “he took our infirmities and
bore our diseases” (8:17).
In the stories of succession (8:18-22) and the calming the storm (8:23-27), Burger
observes the same theme as Bornkamm—discipleship. However, he puzzles over whether
the story of the Gadarene demoniacs (8:28-34) which follows has the same theme of
discipleship.53 Matthew is not really interested in the two persons, for they are given no
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particular attention; he omits the situation of the two demoniacs (Mark 5:3-6) and even
their conversation with Jesus (Mark 5:18-20). Instead, Matthew finishes this pericope
with the rejection of Jesus by the inhabitants of the Gadarene country, they ask him to
leave their region (8:34). Even in this pericope Burger finds the continuing theme of
discipleship, this time observing that the occurrence in the Gadarene country illustrates
the “risk of succession,”54 while the previous story of the stilling of the storm concerns
Jesus’ help for his disciples.55 If Jesus himself was rejected by the Gadarene inhabitants
in spite of his miracle, his disciples will be even more so exposed to the risk of rejection.
Contrary to Held’s division of Matthew 8-9, Burger discovers a different theme in
Matthew 9:1-17. While Held observed the continuing theme of discipleship in Matthew
9:1-17 he was not confident that the same theme could be applied to the pericope of the
Gadarene demoniacs;56 Burger notices the theme of the “separation of Jesus and his
disciples from Israel.”57 That is, in the healing of the paralytic (9:1-8), the scribes’ accuse
Jesus of blasphemy; in the call of Levi (9:9-13), the Pharisees criticize Jesus for eating
with tax collectors and sinners; in the question about fasting (9:14-17), “the disciples of
John and the Pharisees” of Mark 2:18 are changed by Matthew into “the disciples of
John” (9:14). These three controversy stories address respectively the power to forgive
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sins, table association, and freedom from the strictures of Jewish tradition.58 According to
Burger, this is an illustration of Jesus’ comment that new wine is not kept in old
wineskins (9:17).
At the conclusion of Matthew 8-9, according to Burger, Matthew again combines
three miracles (9:18-34).59 The first pericope, the raising of the dead daughter of an
official (9:18-26), emphasizes the union of faith and the miraculous. Changing the
Markan petitioner from a leader of a synagogue, Jairus, to an unnamed official, Matthew
dramatically changes the character of the petition from a request that Jesus come and lay
his hands on his dying daughter to restore her (Mark 5:23) to a situation wherein the girl
has already died and the father asks Jesus to restore her to life. In the intervening miracle
of the woman with the hemorrhage, Matthew removes the cure of the woman done only
through secretly touching Jesus (Mark 5:29) and feeling his power stop her flow of blood.
Instead, Jesus directly pronounces the words of healing, which have their efficacy not
only with that command but, as Jesus says, due to her faith, “Take heart, daughter. Your
faith has made you well” (9:22). In the second pericope (9:27-31), which Matthew builds
from the story of Bartimaeus (Mk 10:46-52), Matthew deviates from the Markan script in
which Jesus asks Bartimaeus “What do you want me to do for you?” (10:21) and asks the
men if they believe he can open their eyes. Again the focus is on the faith of the
petitioner. In the third story (9:32-34), Burger observes that people withdraw faith in the
negative way because of the Pharisees’ negative judgment: “by the ruler of the demons he
casts out the demons” (9:34). For Burger, just as for Held, this redaction expresses
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Matthews desire to teach that faith in Jesus creates new life, and brings new sight.60
Burger concludes that in Matthew 8-9 the first evangelist arranged the different
traditional materials according to thematic viewpoints: Jesus’ attention to the outcasts
(8:1-17), the following of Jesus (8:18-34), the new circumstances of the Matthean
community (9:1-17), and faith (9:18-34).61 Therefore, according to Burger, the whole
theme of Matthew 8-9 should be the “church of Jesus Christ” rather than Christology
because this section anticipates the church’s nature and function through Jesus’ deeds.62
Matthew does not simply present a collection of miracle stories, but more importantly he
outlines the miracles that will occur in the Christian Church through Jesus’ miracles.
We can identify Burger’s contributions to Matthew 8-9 in two points. First, he
developed Held’s threefold division of Matthew 8-9 into a fourfold division. Held
himself was not so confident about his three divisions, in any case, especially when he
discussed the pericope of the Gardarene Demoniacs (8:28-34) and the Healing of the
paralytic (9:1-8).63 However, Burger categorized the story of the Gardarene demoniacs
under the theme of discipleship, as we have seen, by focusing on the Gadarene
inhabitants’ rejection of Jesus as a portent of the risk in discipleship and the spread of the
gospel. In the three pericopae of the healing of the paralytic (9:1-8), the call of Levi (9:913), and the question about fasting (9:14-17), Burger discovered a new theme and a
painful one. By noting the scribes’ criticism of Jesus’ sin forgiveness the gospel
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addresses the separation of Jesus and his disciples from Israel.
Another contribution of Burger is that he tried to put the whole set of stories
under one unified theme: the church of Jesus Christ. Previously, the main theme of
Matthew 8-9 as a counterpart of Matthew 5-7 was not so harmonious with thematic
interpretations, i.e. Jesus’ deeds vs. faith, but Burger connected Matthew 5-7 and 8-9 as
related to the issue of the church. The Sermon on the Mount is related to the teaching of
Jesus’ laws and the collection of Jesus’ miracle stories with the foundational legend of
Christian church.64 According to Burger, Matthew does not simply collect Jesus’ miracle
stories, he links the miracles of the Christian church with Jesus in advance. In addition, in
Chapter 10 Jesus gives the authority of teaching and healing to his twelve disciples.
His conclusions cannot fully answer the question of Matthew’s organization,
however, because his focus is dependent only on themes. In this he has the same
difficulty as Held in that he explored the paradigms presented by Matthew. What his
analysis overlooks is the possibility that Matthew has created something of a “story-line.”
Even in his efforts to uncover paradigms he stays on the outside of the account looking
for its significance and does not enter inside the particular encounter between Jesus and
the petitioners, noting the character of the conversation which has been created for the
characters there, which is how a paradigm is uncovered, or displayed. 65 He discovered
the theme of the risk of succession in the story of Gadarene demoniacs (8:28-34) by
focusing on the Gadarene people’s rejection of Jesus, which is the “after story.”66
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However, it is doubtful if this story’s main theme should be the rejection of Jesus’ and
therefore the risk of discipleship. The Gadarenes were not Jews and the disciples were
not ordered to go outside the house of Israel. In the end, Burger has tried to develop
thematic approaches to underline paradigms, but using a non-paradigmatic method.
Another problem is found in his theory that Matthew tried to describe the church
of Jesus Christ in advance using Matthew 8-9 as well as Matthew 5-7. Burger insists that
Matthew 5-7 is Jesus’ laws for Christians and Matthew 8-9 is the foundation legend of
Christian church.67 However, as Kingsbury points out, if Matthew 8-9 is understood as
the foundation legend of Christian church, this passage is not so well harmonized with
such foundation stories of the church as Peter’s confession (16:13-20) and the Great
Commission (28:16-20).68 More directly, this understanding does not link Matthew 8-9
and the following chapter very well. In Matthew, Jesus chooses his twelve disciples and
sends them to villages with healing power (10:1). It is premature to claim the Church’s
performance of miracles “in advance” even before Jesus gives his twelve disciples the
authority to heal. At this stage Christology seems the best description of the theme of
Matthew 8-9 as well as of Matthew 5-7.
Third, we should test if his new theme for Matthew 9:1-17, that is the “separation
of Jesus and his disciples from Israel,” is persuasive.69 While the story of calling of Levi
(9:9-13) and the story of questioning about fasting (9:14-17) show the division between
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Jesus and Pharisees and the disciples of John, it is doubtful that the story of healing the
paralytic (9:1-8) and the separation between Jesus and the scribes can also become the
paradigmatic theme. The theme of this pericope should be recognized as that of Jesus’
authority to forgive sin, not on the scribes’ criticism of Jesus. The story also ends with the
crowds’ praise of God. It is also too hasty to mention the separation of scribes, Pharisees
and the disciples of John against Jesus, even before Jesus criticizes them in Matthew 1112. We can find some underlying factors of future separation in Matthew 9:1-17, but
they are furtive and do not predominate. A better expression would be that they signal
the beginning of conflict. Burger seems to impose too many of his conclusions onto
material that does not support them.
Fourth, we should ask if the pericope of healing a demoniac who was mute carries
the same theme of faith that we find in the story of the faith of the official’s daughter, the
hemorrhaging woman (9:18-26) and the two blind men (9:27-31).70 In the pericope of the
deaf mute, “faith” or any similar word does not occur, even from the concerned friends
who bring him to Jesus. Burger says that people withdrew their faith because of the
Pharisees’ accusation that Jesus’ exorcisms were collusions with Satan.71 However, faith
is not an issue that is raised by the evangelist in this account, but only the condemnation
of those who offend the Sprit. With attention to the response of crowds, they are amazed
at Jesus’ healing of the mute, but the Pharisees and teachers of the crowds criticized
Jesus’ power as coming from the ruler of the demons. Thus, there are two different
opinions about the source of Jesus’ healing: the crowds’ have a positive one and the
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Pharisees’ a negative one. Jesus’ comment that the crowds are as “sheep without a
shepherd” (9:36) points to the lack of spiritual guidance and vision from the leaders,
while the “the plentiful harvest (9:37)” indicates the readiness of the people to receive the
truth about God. So we see that loss of faith is just not raised in the pericope of healing
of the mute.
In sum, Burger’s fundamental limit lies in his thematic approach. All his
interpretations are focused on finding new themes or supporting Held’s themes from the
paradigmatic viewpoint. He used non-paradigmatic methods to support and develop the
paradigmatic approaches to Matthew 8-9. As a result, while he was successful in making
Held’s theory look better, he fell short of finding the intention of Matthew 8-9.
Jack D. Kingsbury
Kingsbury analyzes Matthew 8-9 from three vantage points: 1) arrangement, 2)
Christology, and 3) context. First, when he probes the arrangement of Matthew 8-9, he
leans to the thematic approaches of Held or Burger rather than Erich Klostermann’s “ten”
miracle stories,72 Eduard Schweizer’s collections of sayings and acts of Jesus,73 and Gerd
Theissen’s geographical schema.74 Kingsbury, however, shows that he cannot completely
accept Held’s and Burger’s interpretations of Matthew 8-9. With respect to Held’s threefold division, he thinks that the long second section (8:18-9:17) should be divided into
two parts as Burger did: “a travel section (8:18-34) and a section featuring debates” (9:1-
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17).75 Kingsbury accepts Burger’s explanation of Matthew 8-9 and his fourfold division
of Matthew 8-9, but he rejects the identification of the whole section of Matthew 8-9 as
serving the one theme of the “church of Jesus Christ.”76 Instead, Kingsbury holds that the
major theme at work in Matt 8-9 is Jesus as Son of God.
Kingsbury’s main focus on Christology rather than on ecclesiology is exactly
contrary to the view of Burger, and he rejects Klostermann’s portrayal of Jesus as the
“new Moses”77 performing ten miracles or “Servant of God”78 to fulfill the prophecy of
Isaiah 53:4. Kingsbury insists that as the Son of God Jesus teaches with authority in the
Sermon on the Mount and performs healing power in Matthew 8-9 because he was
empowered with the Holy Spirit (3:16).79 Jesus’ divine sonship can be revealed only by
God (11:27; 16:16-17); however, Jesus is called “Lord” (8:2, 6, 8, 21, 25; 9:28), and
refers to himself as “Son of Man” (8:20; 9:6), according to the tradition. Therefore,
according to Kingsbury, Jesus Messiah in Matthew 8-9 “stands out preeminently, not as
the new Moses or the Servant, but as the Son of God.”80
In the context of the miracle set, Matthew 8-9, Kingsbury emphasizes two
aspects, the wider and narrower contexts. First, he analyzes the text from the viewpoint of
a wider context: the three major summary passages of 4:23, 9:35 and 11:1. Here
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Kingsbury finds Jesus’ ministry of teaching, preaching, and healing widespread beyond
4:23 and 9:35 into Chapters 11-12. To him, Matthew 11:1-6 plays the role of “a bridge
between two sections (9:35-10:42 and 11:1-12:50).”81 Second, the narrower context of
4:23 and 9:35 as an inclusion delineates Chapters 5-7 as the teaching of Jesus and
Matthew 8-9 as the healings of Jesus. According to Kingsbury, these two points are the
basic contexts within which Matthew 8-9 should be understood.
Based upon these three observations, Kingsbury thinks that Matthew 8-9 is not
only a part of the Matthean narrative but also “a form of theological address directly to
the members of his community.”82 He finds the reason for this understanding of
theological address in the structure of each miracle story where the personal encounter
between Jesus and the suppliant(s) are emphasized. Jesus is described as a figure of
divine authority, and the suppliants are persons of faith.83 According to Kingsbury, and
using the focus of paradigmatic study, he analyzes the centrality of the personal
encounter and the dialogue between Jesus and the suppliants, (something Burger does not
do, as we observed) and explains this as the reason why we are allowed to understand
Matthew 8-9 “paradigmatically.”84 Here he is drawing on Martin Dibelius’ concept of
paradigm just as Bornkamm, Held, Thompson, and Burger do. His view of Jesus’
paradigm as Divine Son is supported because it brings the Kingdom of Heaven into a
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present reality both from the eschatological and contemporary viewpoints.85 While Jesus
fulfilled the prophecy of Isaiah (Matt 8:17) by releasing both persons and the forces of
nature from the sphere of Satan’s rule, the miracle stories of Matthew 8-9 also invite the
community to approach the exalted Son of God. Jesus will hear them and mercifully
employ his divine power to sustain them in time of distress and affliction as he did in
Matthew 8-9. Here we can observe Kingsbury’s effort to harmonize Christology and
Ecclesiology under the theme of the “Son of God,” but it is clear that his main focus is on
Christology.
Kingsbury’s main contribution to the study of Matthew 8-9 is that he tries to build
on the paradigmatic approaches of Matthew 8-9 under the unified theme of Christology:
Son of God. Of course, he does not abandon Burger’s understanding of “church of Jesus
Christ,” but he also does not build his interpretation upon Burger’s ecclesiological
understanding either. Instead, he interprets Jesus’ significance from two eschatological
viewpoints: the consummated and at the same time non-consummated Kingdom of
Heaven. Jesus has fulfilled OT prophecy and at the same time he is inviting the Christian
community to the faith of Jesus. Of course, the key concept linking these “already – not
yet” opposite understandings is “Son of God.”
There are three main difficulties with Kingsbury’s interpretation. First,
concerning the arrangement of the miracle stories Kingsbury accepts thematic approaches
as the most plausible interpretation but without any real assessment. Accepting Dibelius’
concept of paradigm, as Bornkamm, Held, and Burger did, he concludes that on the basis
of the centrality of encounter and conversation between Jesus and the suppliants, the text
85

Ibid., 571-72.

46
calls out to be interpreted only paradigmatically.86 The reason Matthew reduced the
Markan texts dramatically in Matthew 8-9 requires more controls to test if there is
another logic at work. Why did Matthew choose to abbreviate Markan texts with the
agency of certain petitioners, their encounters, and conversations rather than descriptive
methods? Why did he collect these miracles in this particular configuration? What does
the arrangement mean or effect? In this sense, Kingsbury becomes another victim of the
huge trend of paradigmatic interpretations of Matthew 8-9 which carry such limitations.
Second, although Kingsbury emphasizes Jesus’ identity as Son of God as a
special theme of Matthew, we must recognize that Matthew does not clearly designate
Jesus as the Son of God until the disciples adore him in Matt 14:22-33. Is the title Son of
God really the reason for the particular genealogy presented for Jesus in Matthew 1:14:16,87 or of the infancy narrative (1:21, 23, 25; 2:15; 3:17)? The manner in which Jesus
can be said to be “Son of David, Son of Abraham”, a true fulfillment of the scriptures is
more the influence there. It is not that the title Son of God is of no import, the point is
that Matthew has not taken pains to introduce material again and again in which Jesus is
recognized as Son of God as the main point of the story .
In 4:17-10:42, the title Son of God or its equivalent does not occur at all except at
8:29, where Matthew is dependent on the Markan tradition. Even in the Walking on the
Water, where the disciples will worship Jesus as Son of God, a correction to the Markan
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tradition with its confused disciples, the major changes in that account are to be seen in
Peter’s being able to join Jesus on the sea, his sinking when he loses faith, and then his
rescue by Jesus when he calls out to him (Matt 14:22-33). Kingsbury argues that the
Sonship of God becomes most complete at the conclusion of the gospel with the
reference to the Messiah sitting at the right hand (Matt 22:41-44), but again, the
evangelist is reporting Markan tradition. Moreover, Kingsbury is reading the gospel
backwards applying the final conclusion of the book to the beginning and to the middle,
where the evangelist did not make these points clearly in his stories or dynamic. Other
dynamics seem to be his concern. In fact, Kingsbury criticizes Burger’s Church theme on
precisely the same grounds of reading an ending back into the pericope of the whole
gospel, where it was not completely apparent.88 It would seem that Kingsbury has read a
Markan theme into the Matthean use and redaction of it.
Third, regarding context, Matthew 5-7 also should be interpreted under the main
theme of “Son of God” for balance if Matthew 8-9 is to be interpreted under the
overarching theme of Son of God. Kingsbury says that 5:1-2 and 7:28-29 demonstrate
Jesus’ authoritative instructions as the Son of God.89 However, there is no direct mention
of the Son of God in these verses. In addition, Matthew 5-7 is focused on Jesus’
surprising teachings themselves rather than on Jesus as the Son of God; we cannot find
any clear declaration of Jesus as the Son of God in Matthew 5-7. Given the context of
Chapters 11-12 it is questionable whether the section should be understood as Jesus’
teaching, preaching, and healing. In Matthew 11-12 we can observe Jesus’ criticism
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against John the Baptist, the cities of Chorazin and Capernaum, and the Pharisees. It is
not clear how the concept of “bridge” can be applicable; Kingsbury does not explain how
this bridge serves in connecting the two sections. He even disconnects 11:2-6 from the
following part (11:7-19) as a part of the bridge even though it is unnatural to disconnect
them because both passages are related to John the Baptist. In addition, if Matthew 8-9
describes Jesus’ ministry of healing according to the inclusio of 4:23 and 9:35, it is not
logical to link the healing ministry with the four themes of Jesus’ fulfillment of OT
prophecy, discipleship, separation of Jesus from Israel, and faith. Kingsbury also does not
clearly explain the role of Chapter 10 in the wider context of Matthew 5-12. After all, the
narrow and wider contexts do not influence his thematic interpretations of Matthew 8-9
so much as he intended in the beginning.
In sum, Kingsbury’s adoption of thematic approaches prevented him from
interpreting Matthew 8-9 as a narrative. He tried to apply the catchphrase “Son of God”
to Matthew 5-12 too quickly as the overarching theme of teaching, preaching and
healing. As a result, he could not read the text according to the flow of the story but as a
theological address to the Matthean community. In his later book, Matthew as Story,
Kingsbury approached the Gospel of Matthew as a narrative.90 Although following a
literary analysis, this book fails to demonstrate how Matthew 8-9 contributes to the
establishment of the main theme of Son of God from the viewpoint of narrative
approaches. Clearly his application of the literary theories to the interpretation of
Matthew 8-9 is less than persuasive.
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Conclusion of Thematic Approaches
The thematic approaches are still influencing the interpretations of Matthew 8-9;91
however, now it is time to abandon these approaches in the study of Matthew 8-9 as
Davis and Allison admit.92 This form-oriented method removes narrative characters from
the passages, and interprets Matthew 8-9 as a series of themes for the church of Jesus
Christ. In addition, they are based upon a form critical theory of “paradigm” the existence
of which in ancient literary practice has not been proved. This method does not reflect
the author’s intention persuasively as they purported at the beginning stage of redaction
criticism. Just comparing two related texts is not enough to know the author’s intention;
the flow of the storyline is more important in catching the author’s intention because
Matthew 8-9 should be interpreted from the viewpoint of the whole Gospel. In this
sense, thematic approaches have studied Matthew 8-9 in microscopic scales and are
lacking of macroscopic scales. Therefore, it is very natural that we observe the flood of
narrative approaches following thematic approaches.
Narrative Approaches
Narrative studies focus on the meaning found in the narrative structure rather than
in an isolated fragment as is done with thematic approaches. Form criticism and redaction
criticism treat the text in individual isolated units,93 but this cannot fully show the intent
of the author for the whole gospel. It has been natural, therefore, to understand the
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appeal that Narrative criticism has held. 94 This new approach has influenced the study of
the Gospel of Matthew as well. In fact, it is not an exaggeration to say that almost every
commentary after 1970 has been influenced by narrative criticism, whether directly or
indirectly.
The difficulty of this approach, nonetheless, is that there is no unanimous
agreement about the very structure of the Gospel of Matthew in the first place. Bauer
himself admits that there is “no consensus regarding the literary structure of the Gospel of
Matthew.”95 Therefore, many scholars are pessimistic about locating any structure at all
due to the widespread failure of scholars in finding any real structure in the Gospel of
Matthew. In fact, Luz describes the present state of scholarly proposals for structure in
the Matthean gospel, a “chaotic picture.”96 Not surprisingly D. Senior has concluded, “It
is unlikely that the entire structure of the gospel can be ordered according to any single
formal pattern.”97 Gundry warns, “We should avoid imposing an outline on Matthew,”98
but it is sure that if one author wrote the gospel, there must be one unified plan, even if it
is hard to find.99

94

Of course, since the nature of Narrative Criticism holds the danger of neglecting historical
elements in the text it should be combined with Form Criticism to allow for any recognition of historicalcritical discussions.
95

David R. Bauer, The Structure of Matthew’s Gospel: A Study in Literary Design (Sheffield:
Sheffield Academic Press, 1988), 11.
96

Luz, Matthew 1-7, 35.

97

D. Senior, What Are They Saying about Matthew? (New York: Paulist, 1983), 31.

98

R. H. Gundry, Matthew: A Commentary on His Literary and Theological Art (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmanns, 1982), 10.
99

The recognition that the Gospel of Matthew is a unified narrative is essential to its literarycritical study. See Jack Dean Kingsbury, Matthew as Story (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1986). Also

51
Given this situation, it is highly doubtful that one can assert any analysis of
Matthew 8-9 with respect to its service in the larger structure of the gospel. Yet, how can
one locate authorial intent with respect to the interpretation of Matthew 8-9 without a
clear gospel structure?
Meanwhile, it is not easy to categorize the various narrative approaches100
because in many cases there are no clear explanations for the structure that is being
presented as intended by Matthew; there is no fixed methodology. Besides this most
basic issue, the fact is that most scholarly studies of Matthew 8-9 address the miracles as
a subcategory of the whole structure, which, as has already been noted by Matthean
scholars, is itself in question, while the actual relationship of the miracles to each other in
the section has been overlooked. We have already seen the several efforts to comment on
the various themes that the miracles serve according to each scholar’s perception of
Matthew’s intent. Narrative approaches however have rarely addressed the relationship
among the miracle stories of Matthew 8-9. The main contributions are addressed in this
next section.
Geographical-Chronological Approaches
In the history of biblical criticism this approach has the longest roots. Before form
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criticism or Bacon’s model of narrative-discourse alteration appeared in 1920-30s,101
these approaches had dominated the study of Matthew’s gospel structure.102 The
ascendancy of form criticism resulted in the waning of the geographical-chronological
approach,103 but with the emergence of narrative criticism, this approach was revived.104
The basic criterion rests on Markan tradition where Jesus moves from Galilee to
Jerusalem. This “bipolar structure” as narrative analysts would entitle it is analyzed by E.
D. Burton with relation to Matthew’s structure:105
I.
II.
III.
IV.
V.
VI.

The birth and infancy of Jesus (Chapters 1-2)
Preparation for the Public work of Jesus (3:1-4:11)
The Ministry in Galilee (4:12-18:35)
Journey through Perea to Jerusalem (Chapters 19-20)
The Closing Ministry in Jerusalem (Chapters 21-27)
The Appearance of Jesus after the Resurrection (Chapter 28)

Although it must be noted that scholars supportive of this approach are not unanimous in
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agreeing to Burton’s structure; yet, however different they may be in understanding the
structure of Matthew, their common interest lies in the focus on the geographical
movement from Galilee to Jerusalem.106 The real problem with this approach is that its
limited parameters do not provide enough scope to access the fullness of Matthean
theology.107 It is well known that Matthew did not simply copy the Markan text; he
demonstrates great freedom in fashioning his gospel from his sources, even changing
Mark’s order especially in Matthew 3-12. Moreover, Matthew has Jesus’ infancy stories
(Matthew 1-2) as well as the Resurrection appearance stories (Matthew 28). The content
of these sources changes the scope of the geographical and chronological elements of the
gospel. So even here the method fails. It goes without saying that it is of no help in
discussing the interrelationship of the miracle accounts assembled by Matthew in
Matthew 8-9. For example, the advocates of this approach agree that Matthew 8-9 is a
collection of miracles that Jesus performed in Galilee following the Sermon on the Mount
(Matt 5-7), but the geographical elements are of no help in unveiling Matthew’s reasons
for this particular construction.108
Matthew has also added sayings to the collection of miracles (Matt 8:18-22; 9:917). Matthew 8:18-22 is drawn from Q, while Matthew 9:9-17 draws on Mark 2:13-22,
two pericope which occur at the very beginning of Jesus’ ministry in Mark’s gospel.
That fact is of no importance to a geographical/chronological interpretation, but for the
106

For the variations of this structure, see Bauer, 23.

107

For the problems of this approach, see Bauer, 25-26; Kingsbury, 1-2; Davies & Allison,
Matthew 1-7, 2.
108

In many cases, those scholars belong to this approach just list all miracle stories without
categorizing them in their commentaries. They do not explain the relationship between the miracle stories.
For example, among them are Burton, Anderson, Robinson, Schweizer, Albright and Mann.

54
evangelist to save the pericopae for this section demands an interpretation that the
geographical/chronological approach cannot accommodate.
Willoughby C. Allen, a supporter of this method, tries to find the reason for the
combination in an association between the saying of the doctor coming to sick people
found as the climax saying in Matt 9:10-13//Mk 2:15-17, and the Q saying about the
sufferings of the Son of Man as he states, “But it is not easy to see why Mt. should have
placed the section [8:19-22] here in his series of miracles. Possibly the thought of the
sickness bearer suggested to him the companion picture of the homeless Son of Man.”109
As for the Call of Levi in Matt 9:9//Mk 2:14, Allen even does not try to explain why the
author put this story here among the miracle stories.
T. H. Robinson is not much different from Allen when he says, “Matthew has
included one or two events which are connected with miracles in his source, though they
are not in themselves miraculous. He probably felt that they ought not to be omitted, and
so they retain their original position, though they do not directly add to the development
of the main thesis of the section.”110 He ascribes the inclusion of the two non-miracle
pericopae as following of the original text. “The evangelist interrupts the series of
miracles with narratives of two events, the feast of the publican-disciple and the
challenge on fasting. The reason seems to be simply that he wishes to include them in his
work, and that in his source (Mark 2:13-17, 18-22) they followed immediately on the
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cure of the paralytic.”111 Robinson’s appeal to “tradition” does not take into account the
clearly creative approach that Matthew demonstrates in his use of his sources throughout
his gospel.
Albright and Mann take another tack and explain the organization of Matthew 8-9
as a mnemonic technique: “Three stories of healings are linked with three stories of
miracles of power by an interpolated story of two inquirers. The whole cycle – three
healings, two inquirers, three miracles of power – would make for easier memorizing of
oral tradition.”112 The evidence that persuades both scholars here is the format of three
that occurs frequently in the gospel.113 There is no denying that groups of three are in
evidence but the question is, why? Eduard Schweizer, who notes the pattern of three,
admits the difficulty of explaining Matthew 8-9114 and in the end poses that Matthew was
reporting the traditional organization of the material in his community.115 The problem is
that, as we have noted above, Matthew shows himself to be unbound by traditions when
it comes to the Markan gospel so that conclusions that turn to “tradition” as the answer
sound rather hollow. Meanwhile, to A. W. Argyle, Matthew 8:18-22 is acknowledged as
awkwardly located in the chronological order; Matthew neglects that it was evening as in
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Mark 1:32.116
D. Senior, emphasizing the importance of structure as giving “insight into the
intended message and purpose of the gospel,”117 recommends reading the gospel
vertically from the beginning to the end. According to Senior, the structure of Matthew 89 expresses Jesus as “Healer:” 1) Jesus the healing servant (8:1-17), 2) Across the Sea
(8:18-9:1), 3) Return to Capernaum (9:1-34). He links 8:18-9:1 as precursors of Chapter
10 (the mission of the community). This section starts with two encounters of the wouldbe disciples: the sea story (8:23-27) also reflects this section’s discipleship theme, and the
liberation of the two Gadarenes (8:28-34) pre-figures the Gentile mission. Therefore,
according to Senior, the stories in this section are “harbingers of the community’s
challenging mission yet to come.”118
About the story of Matthew’s calling (Matt 9:9-13), Senior explains Jesus’
healing ministry as including spiritual transformation as well as physical
transformation.119 The tax collectors and sinners are not isolated any more through Jesus’
spiritual healing. The encounter between John’s and Jesus’ disciples (9:14-17), according
to Senior, shows Jesus’ messianic authority. The two metaphors of bridegroom and
wine(-skins) ask God’s people’s appropriate response to Jesus’ messiahship.120
There is a creativity in Senior’s interpretation that results in a rich series of
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meditations which can connect with the rest of the gospel. The difficulty is that although
he stresses the significance of geographical changes in Matthew, he is unable to set up
controls to show how his interpretations are related to the geographical changes he
himself endorses as a method for elucidating Matthean intent. It is also difficult to see
how his theory that Matthew wishes to address the discipleship as the precursor to the
Gentile mission is addressed by his title for Matthew 8:18-9:1, “Across the sea.” In fact,
in Matthew 10:5 Jesus orders his disciples “Go nowhere among the Gentiles, but only to
the lost sheep of Israel.” The Gentile outreach will only be announced at the very end of
the gospel (Matt 28:18-20). How, then, has Matthew prepared his audience in a clear
way for the gentile mission in 8:18-9:1?
Senior also separates off Matthew 9:1-34 with the title “Return to Capernaum,”
but only on the grounds of a change of place. Since Matthew 9:1-17 is dependent on
Mark, Jesus is located in Capernaum “at home” (Mk 2:1//Matt 9:1). The stories that
follow in Matthew 9:18-34 give one to understand that Jesus is in the same area even
though Matthew 9:18-26 parallels Mark 5:21-43 which simply situates Jesus on the
Jewish side of the lake after the exorcism of the Gerasene demoniac. Matthew 9:27 says
Jesus “went on from there” to report the double blind-man healing in Matthew 9:27-31 (a
combination of blind men stories that recognizes the healing of the Blind Man from
Bethsaida [Mk 8:22-26] which Matthew does not relate, and the healing of Bartimaeus
[Mk 10 45-52] which is situated in Mark at the exit from the city of Jericho]. The fact
that Matthew repositions these stories without much comment on the actual place simply
shows that the location did not matter, or so it seems.
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In sum, geographical and chronological approaches apply a control that Matthew
does not show himself to observe. Scholars who endorse this method must appeal to
Tradition when the placement of material does not follow their suggested schemas. Yet,
as we have noted, Matthew distinguishes himself by the creativity of his placement of
sources and does not seem bound by the order of pericopae. Indeed, it is one of the
features that explain Q scholars’ examination of Lukan order to establish the order of Q,
rather than hope to reconstruct its order from Matthew.121 The geographical and
chronological approaches, then, are not able to assess the reasons for Matthew’s creative
placement of the material in Matthew 8-9.
Discourse-Narrative Approaches
The appearance of Benjamin W. Bacon’s influential book, Studies in Matthew, in
1930 hugely influenced the following studies of Matthew’s structure.122 If the
geographical and chronological approach emphasized the continuity of the Markan
bipolar structure in the Gospel of Matthew, Bacon concentrated on the repeated pattern of
narratives and discourses. In understanding these repeated narratives and discourses,
Bacon put heavy weight on Matthew’s expansion of the Markan teaching material; he
thinks that “the governing principle of [Matthew]’s revised version of the Reminiscences
of Peter [the Gospel of Mark] was to furnish a full and orderly compend of the Lord’s
commandments.”123 Bacon explains that this is why Matthew abbreviates Markan
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narratives and greatly creates as well as expands discourses in Mark.124 According to
Bacon, in arranging these redacted discourses Matthew could not think of “any better
arrangement of the Lord’s commandments than the Torah,” since he viewed Jesus as a
converted rabbi and Christian legalist.125 Just as the Torah consists of five books, he
insists, the Lord’s commandments in Matthew have also been arranged into five books,
each with an introductory narrative. This results in the five alternations of narrative
followed by discourse. This conclusion seems to be supported by the formula found at the
end of each discourse: “And it happened when Jesus finished…” (7:28; 11:1; 13:53; 19:1;
26:1). Based on these observations, Bacon divides the Gospel of Matthew as follows:126
I.
II.

III.

IV.

V.

VI.

VII.

The Preamble (Chapters 1-2)
Book First. Discipleship
Division A. Introductory Narrative (Chapters 3-4)
Division B. The Discourse (Chapters 5-7)
Book Second. Apostleship
Division A. Introductory Narrative (8:1-9:35)
Division B. The Discourse (9:36-10:42)
Book Third. The Hiding of the Revelation
Division A. Israel is Stumbled (Chapters 11-12)
Division B. Teaching in Parables (13:1-53)
Book Fourth. Church Administration
Division A. Jesus and the Brotherhood (Chapters 14-17)
Division B. The Discourse (17:22-18:35)
Book Fifth. The Judgment
Division A. Jesus in Judea (Chapters 19-22_
Division B. Discourse on Judgment to Come (Chapters 23-25)
Epilogue (Chapters 26-28)

Many scholars have been influenced by Bacon’s division, although they diverge
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from his theory in certain details. For example, Paul Gaechter (1963) and Philippe
Roland (1972) favor the alternate order of discourse-narrative rather than Bacon’s
narrative-discourse format.127 This is partially explained by the fact that the narrativediscourse format is a little forced. For example, the narrative-discourse format is
supposed to link Matthew 8-9 to Matthew 10, but any interpretation of this link has not
been satisfactory.128 That is, based on Bacon’s theory, Matthew 8-9 should be
understood in relation to Matthew 5-7, so that Jesus’ words are followed by his deeds. In
reality, however, Matthew 8-9 does not engage the Sermon on the Mount in any direct
way and is really not about apostleship, but rather demonstrates different aspects of
Jesus’ miraculous performance. Certainly, Matthew 8:18-22 or 9:9-17 are clearly related
with apostleship, but they are very small in relation to the large material given over to the
miracle stories which celebrate Jesus’ mercy and power. This explains why Philippe
Roland starts with narrative and proceeds to discourse so that there is unity of flow and
dramatic progression in each book.129 This conviction leads him to join Matthew 5-7 and
Matthew 8-9 as the first book titled as The Kingdom of God is at Hand. He sees a special
unity of content in that the disciples simply follow Jesus along with the crowds and do
not proclaim the gospel.130 In the same way, there is no distinction between disciples and
the crowds in Matthew 5-7, the crowds are always present with the disciples in the
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narrative section. While this explanation looks better than the narrative-discourse format
of Bacon, there is a serious problem with the structure proposed for the conclusion.
Roland and Gaechter categorize Chapter 23 as a part of narrative section (19:1-23:39) to
emphasize the fifth part as “final victory.”131
This division too is artificial because scholars uniformly identify Chapter 23 as
discourse, regardless of whether or not it should be linked to Chapters 24-25. This forced
interpretation is necessitated by their theory of an alternation of narrative-discourse in
Matthew. This larger focus takes Roland away from the question of the relationship
among the nine miracle stories in Matthew 8-9 and how that placement should be
theologically interpreted.
Other scholars work with a theory that Matthew actually presents not five
discourses but six or seven.132 Traditionally the theory of five narrative-discourse books
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seemed to support the view that Matthew intended to compare Jesus to Moses by
presenting his own “Pentateuch” as it were. A classic example is Bacon, who describes
what he sees the five books of Matthew as “five books of the commandments of Moses,
[where] each body of law [is] introduced by a narrative of considerable length.”133 The
real problem with this theory of a parallel between Matthew’s narrative-discourse format
and Moses is the obvious fact that there is no obviously separated narrative-discourse
format in the Pentateuch.134 Moreover, as we note above, scholars such as H. B. Green
see Chapter 11 and Chapter 23 as independent discourses, which would result in a total of
7 discourses in the Gospel of Matthew.135 Here we must note that in Green’s efforts to
treat Matthew 1-10 and Matthew 12-28 as a pair of chiasms he went too far in arguing
that Chapter 11 came from “the assorted materials [of Q] like the five [discourses] and it
should be categorized a discourse.”136 J. Merle Rife, accepting Green’s division of
Chapter 23 as an independent discourse, divides the so-called “fifth book” (Chapters 2325) into two different discourses: the first, “Against Scholars & Pharisees” (Chapter 23)
and the second, “The Last Things” (Chapter 24-25).137 Merle argues for the division
based on the change of place and time that separate the two as well as on content. He
notes that Chapter 23 does not have any relationship with the judgment to come. This
observation further challenges the argument that there is a clearly divided narrative133
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discourse format in the Gospel of Matthew.
All these different analyses of the supposed narrative-discourse format in
Matthew illustrate that serious problems attend this theory. One may affirm with Bacon
that Matthew expanded the sections of Mark’s gospel to include discourses, but evidence
does not support a view of Matthew as a sort of compendium of Jesus’ commandments.
In other words, one must force the evidence to place an overemphasis on the discourses
as opposed to the narratives in interpreting the Gospel of Matthew.
With respect to the narratives in Matthew, it must be recognized that the Infancy
narratives that open the gospel and the Post-resurrection appearances that conclude the
gospel are hardly secondary in importance! Scholars who focus on the narrativediscourse model, and usually emphasize the discourses fail to give proper attention to the
place of the major narratives that hold pride of place.
This is certainly not to deny the importance of the major discourses in the Gospel
of Matthew but only to say that their importance should not be exaggerated to the
detriment of the content of the gospel. After all, out of the twenty-eight chapters of the
gospel, discourses make up less than one third of the material (nine chapters: 5-7, 10, 13,
18, 23-25). While these discourses hold important clues to Matthew’s own theology,
they are not a “Pentateuch.” To say this in another way, they are not the main purpose of
the gospel. Of course, aside from the larger speeches it is certainly true that within the
narratives the discourse that occurs reveals character and “soul.”138 But with attention to
the speeches in Matthew, it goes too far to claim that the primary importance of Matthew
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lies in discourses, not in narratives. Rather, just as the evangelist has created the gospel
from his sources, it is plain to see that it is with both blocks of speeches, blocks of
narratives, and the interweaving of both throughout the gospel that the evangelist creates
the wholeness of the gospel message.
Most scholars would agree that what is most important in an exegesis of the
gospel is to note how the author was moved by his own vision to arrange the material and
redact it in order to effect this theological message. As we have already demonstrated
above, the sole focus on the alternation of narration and blocks of discourse is
insufficient. Moreover, again as we have noted above, these theories of alternation result
in a singular focus on the content of the discourses while the narrative blocks are largely
ignored.
Yet these theories that try to uncover Matthew’s structure stand on sound
method since structure is an author’s interpretive tool. In examining Matthew’s decisions
for the structuring of his sources, however, a number of factors have to be weighed. Just
as in the case of the scholars who have tried to uncover Matthew’s structure mainly from
geographical and chronological approaches, any one-sided focus is insufficient to secure
the structure proposed by the evangelist. So, for example, approaches that place an
ecclesiastically influenced control on the gospel to sum it up as “the Handbook of
Church,”139 recognize the sound teaching Matthew provides, the main teachings of the
Christian community, but at the same time, such an appellation takes away from the
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gospel its rich character as an account in its own right: it isn’t “a handbook.”
It is clear that Matthew draws on Mark’s gospel, at times accepting its order and
text, but at other times creatively rearranging the material, dividing the narratives and the
order of pronouncement stories, as well as moving sayings of Jesus from their location to
serve other speeches or narratives. To claim that Matthew’s motivation was to create an
alternation of narrative and discourse blocks misses the more sophisticated and
theologically motivated reasons for his patterns of regular change to Mark and Q.
Examining the Structural Clues in Matthew 8-9
It is very rare to see a detailed structural analysis of Matthew 8-9. In narrativediscourse (or discourse-narrative) theories, Matthew 8-9 is either an introduction for the
discourse in Matthew 10 (in narrative-discourse theory) or the conclusion of Matthew 5-7
(discourse-narrative theory). An example of those who hold to a narrative-discourse
pattern, Bacon regards Matthew 10 (the Missionary Discourse) as the “Missionary’s
Handbook of apostolic times” and Matthew 8-9 as the introduction.140 For Bacon that
“introduction” “consists of stories of the exorcisms and healing miracles of Jesus,
interspersed with a few anecdotes of the calling of disciples to accompany him.”141
Matthew’s concern is just to demonstrate that Jesus’ superhuman authority is transmitted
to his twelve disciples and therefore to his later followers who travel mission journeys in
Jesus’ name. Notice that his attention is on the overall content of the material in Matthew
8-9, and not the significance of the way Matthew chose and arranged the nine miracles.
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Bacon subdivides Matthew 8-9 into three parts: 1) 8:1-17 Three typical healings
of Jesus, 2) 8:18-9:8 Three works of superhuman authority, 3) 9:9-34 Faith Wonders,142
but there is no examination of Matthew’s intent in structuring the material in that manner,
no search for any distinctive role to each section. Since his focus is really on the service
the miracle stories provide to Matthew 10’s Mission speech, he identifies the function of
the miracles in that manner. Thus 8:19-22 is the preface of the second group of miracles,
preparing the would-be disciples for the severity of the mission. In like manner, he
explains that Matthew has added 9:9-13 because it refers to the general theme of
apostleship, while 9:14-17 is situated as it is because it is closely connected with the
preceding context in the gospel of Mark.143 Thus, Bacon sees the function of Matthew 89 as 1) inspiring faith for the disciples to perform miracles and 2) preparing them to
expect hardship.144 Therefore, as Bacon says of Matthew 8-9, it is “the most appropriate
possible prelude to the Discourse of chapter 10.”
It can be said that whether scholars adopt the narrative-discourse or discoursenarrative structure theory, none of them really examines Matthew’s particular selection
and structuring of the nine-miracles in relation to each other, but only as it serves these
larger questions of gospel structure. To take a more recent example, Donald J. Selby,
who supports Bacon’s narrative-discourse format, also sees the miracle stories as they
function for the mission speech of Matthew 10. The first three miracle stories show that
Jesus’ ministry is for all humankind because the healed leper is a Jew, the centurion’s
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servant is a gentile, and Peter’s mother-in-law is a disciple’s family member.145 To Jesus,
it does not matter what kind of people he should deal with. The second group of miracle
stories is connected with Jonah’s mission to Nineveh, the gentile rejection of the mission,
and Jesus’ prerogative as Son of God to forgive sin. The final cycle of miracles
demonstrates true faith, which is necessary for missionaries. He agrees with Bacon that
the focus of Matthew 8-9 is really on the service of the miracles to Chapter 10.
To turn to an example of those scholars who hold for a discourse-narrative
structure, Paul Gaechter sees Matthew 8-9 as a follow-up reflection of the discourse in
Matthew 5-7 to reveal Jesus’ godlike power as the Messiah in Israel. So the discourse of
Matthew 5-7 describes Jesus’ demand for the ethical life of his people (not Jesus’
authority in words), while the narrative of Matthew 8-9 reveals Jesus’ power in Israel to
gain recognition (not Jesus’ authority in deed).146 With respect to Matthew 8-9, he
follows the structure of three groups of three miracle stories with two fragments between
each group.147 However, he accepts the three cycles of three miracle stories as very
natural, in other words, needing no more detailed explanation.
Francis W. Beare also recognizes blocks of narrative and discourse in Matthew
and, like the scholars above, emphasizes the importance of the speech material over the
narratives. Yet he stands apart from the others because he does not try to impose a strict
structure of either narrative-discourse or discourse-narrative to explain the evangelist’s
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arrangement of material. He focuses instead on the flow of story and therefore his
structure shows a big difference from those of other scholars who follow the narrativediscourse format.148 The difficulty with his method, however, is that he comes to the
gospel convinced of its character as “a manual of instruction in the Christian way of
life.”149 With that focus, his attention is given over to the particular teachings of Jesus in
the gospel. The miracle accounts are rather incidental to his focus and therefore little real
attention is afforded to Matthew 8-9.
While he also finds “a sequence of miracle stories arranged in three groups of
three stories each, with non-miraculous anecdotes to divide the groups,”150 he sees the
“symbolic significance” of the message of Jesus.151 His observations on their form
include identification of the manner in which Matthew has redacted his sources, such as
shortening them and focusing on the miraculous.152 The significance of their selection
and the relationship of the miracle stories and units to each other are not explored.
Summary
Scholars who follow the narrative-discourse or discourse-narrative approaches to
address Matthew 8-9 show a greater sophistication over the geographical and
chronological controls used by others in the past. While they recognize three cycles of
miracles in the set of nine miracles in Matthew 8-9, theses scholars are focused on how
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the miracle stories function as either an introduction to the Mission discourse of Matthew
10 or a follow up to the Sermon on the Mount discourse of Matthew 5-7. Matthew’s
intent in the selection and placement of the miracles, the creation of the three units, and
the meaning of their relationship to each other have yet to be explored.
Conceptual Approaches
Some approaches have been developed to somehow fill the gap when
chronological or narrative-discourse approaches prove inadequate. Although the history
of scholarship is quite short, these conceptual approaches represent a new main stream in
studying the Gospel of Matthew. The main focus is the Matthean understanding of
salvation history, 153 which is usually presented as a three stage division: (1) The time of
God’s promises to Israel; (2) The Life of Jesus; (3) The Church is begun.154 The problem
with this method is that Matthew 8-9 is examined only against a backdrop of the
macrostructure, which denies to the study the possibility that the evangelist was
motivated by a dynamic which requires a “microscopic” confinement to the two chapters
themselves. In the following we will illustrate the point by examining the contribution of
some representative scholars who discuss Matthew 8-9 against the backdrop of salvation
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history.155
Wolfgang Trilling
According to Wolfgang Trilling, the central concept of Matthew is the “true
Israel.” The Gospel of Matthew reveals not only the history of Israel but also its goal:
“the true people of God from all nations.”156 The Israel of old rejected Jesus as the
Messiah and so lost the heavenly kingdom and identity as God’s people. The true Israel
began as a small group of Jesus’ disciples, but now is playing a key role in proclaiming
the good news to all nations. Therefore, according to Trilling, Matthew 28:18-20 is the
key message in understanding the Gospel of Matthew.157 The Gospel is not just a story
book about Jesus’ life, but more importantly a book of Jesus’ teachings to be learned and
practiced by all true Israel.
Trilling thinks that Matthew was the earliest evangelist to show interest in Jesus’
teachings.158 Jesus is the Messiah who is prophesied in the Old Testament and at the same
time he is a “faithful” interpreter of the Mosaic laws unlike the scribes or Pharisees. In
other words, Jesus is a new Moses who proclaims a new law that fulfills and substitutes
the old laws of Moses. Therefore Jesus is the founder of the new Israel with a new
law/Torah he has given to them himself. This ecclesial lens colors Trilling’s
interpretation of the entirety of Matthew’s gospel. Trilling sees the gospel as Jesus’
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teachings to his church and this perspective is evident in his division of Matthew 5-10
into three sections:159
I.
II.
III.

The True Doctrine of the True Justice (5:1-7:29)
The Deeds of the Messiah (8:1-9:34)
The Teaching on Discipleship (9:35-11:1)

This emphasis on Jesus’ teachings will recall Bacon’s narrative-discourse theory.160
Trilling interprets the Sermon on the Mount (Matthew 5-7) as “the true doctrine of the
true justice,” that is, it is the content, the “doctrine” that he argues as the primary issue for
Matthew and not the overall new authority of Jesus. He creates a comparison between
the Torah of Moses and the New Torah/Law of Jesus. These are the guidelines, the
policies, the rules for the Church.
This ecclesiological interpretation is on display also in Matthew 10. There in
the “Mission Discourse” he views the Apostles as “the prototypes of every true disciple
of Jesus.”161 This speech is supposed to be a mandate for all members of the Church.
This focus, then, is trained on the laws rather than on Jesus giving permission to the
apostles to heal, for example.
It is clear in his treatment of Matthew 8-9, however, that Trilling finds it difficult
to illustrate an ecclesiastical theme. His division of the chapters into three cycles of
miracles (8:1-17; 8:18-9:13; 9:14-34) is left without analysis according to any specific
criterion, just the sequencing, first, second, and third cycles. He remains silent about the
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purpose of the three cycles he presents and one can only suppose it is because it cannot
be explained with the concept of Jesus’ teachings. When he titles Matthew 8-9 as “Deeds
of the Messiah,” he seems to use “deed” in contrast to Jesus’ teachings, not as two
inseparable facets of Jesus’ authority. Therefore, the two interpolated pericopae of 8:1822 and 9:9-14 are seen only as supporting the miracle stories without any particular
message of their own. He links 8:18-22 (the would-be followers of Jesus) with the
following pericope, 8:23-27 (the Stilling of the Storm) by saying that if the former
passage gives “the true hallmarks of true following [of Jesus],” the latter demonstrates
“how they should prove themselves in practice in the event on the lake.”162 He really
cannot explain how these function in the three cycles he identifies. According to Trilling,
Matt 9:9-13 (the call of Matthew and Jesus’ eating with ‘sinners’) belongs to the second
cycle of miracles, just as Matt 8:18-22 does. But he has no explanation as to why this
particular pericope would be moved from its Markan position to serve in this set of
miracles. So it is more a matter of describing connections he sees, rather than analyzing
Matthew’s overriding plan for the chapters.
Actually, Trilling’s interpretation of the Gospel of Matthew has the same problem
as t Bacon’s narrative-discourse theory.163 He neglected the character of the Gospel as a
story with his singular focus on Jesus’ teachings. The Great Commission of 28:18-20
with its command, “teaching them [all nations] to observe all that I have commanded
you” is given a command over the entirety of the gospel so that it must override other
sections where the theme of instruction is simply not there. In addition, it is doubtful if
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“the true Israel” can be the key concept of the Gospel. Matthew sees Jesus as far
surpassing Moses so that the comparison between Jesus’ teachings and those of Moses
are not a major issue defining the intent of the gospel. A story is underway, and all its
elements have their own message. Any analysis has to be fluid enough to follow the
evangelist’s lead.
With respect to Matthew 8-9, Trilling did not try to find any drama in the
structure of the miracle stories. We have noted that he did not even explain why
Matthew 8-9 should be divided into the three cycles of miracles; he might have just
followed the popular method of dividing the miracle stories in this manner. While this
can be expected of scholars who are less interested in narrative than in wisdom teachings,
the fact is that Trilling put Matthew 8-9 in the corner as an insignificant part in his story
of true Israel. Whether the Matthean community performed the same miracles as Jesus
did and allowed to his disciples was not a question he entertained to check whether
miracles stories could possibly mean this, his subject remained how Jesus was the new
Moses in giving a new Torah to the Church. As a result, the discipleship mentioned in
Matthew 8:18-22 with its volunteers and in 9:9-14 where Matthew is called are forcibly
fit into the miracle stories in spite of their non-miraculous character.
Jack D. Kingsbury
The method of uncovering the intent of Matthew’s organization and intent by
focusing on the evangelist’s time marker, “from that time Jesus began…” as seen in 4:17
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and 16:21 has received abundant scholarly comment, 164 but we will limit the discussion
to Kingsbury as the strongest representative of this position. While Kingsbury
acknowledges the contributions of E. Lohmeyer, N. B. Stonehouse, and E. Krentz , 165 he
claims that he himself is “the first [person] to use this threefold division [of Matthew 1:14:16, 4:17-16:20, 16:21-28:20] so as to determine the nature and purpose of the
Gospel.”166 David Bauer affirms his claim, commenting that Kingsbury’s use of the
formula to reveal the gospel structure offers “by far the most consistent and thorough
presentation,”167 a view held by many after Kingsbury’s publication.168
Kingsbury’s ultimate goal in establishing the gospel structure is to reconstruct
the evangelist’s understanding of the history of salvation. For him, the “απο τοτε” 169 of
4:17 and 16:21 marks “the beginning of a new period of time.”170 In other words, this
formula, combined with the verb άρχομαι, expresses Jesus’ inauguration of a new
movement or era in the history of salvation. So, just as 4:17 begins Jesus’ public ministry
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to Israel, so 16:21 begins the time of the passion, death, and resurrection of Jesus. Thus,
Kingsbury’s outline of the Gospel is as follows:171
I. 1:1-4:16
II. 4:17-16:20
III. 16:21-28:20

The Person of Jesus Messiah
The Proclamation of Jesus Messiah
The Suffering, Death, and Resurrection of Jesus Messiah

After demonstrating the manner in which the gospel reflects this structure,172
Kingsbury elucidates its meaning. Matthew is seen to divide salvation history into two
eras: (1) the time of Israel, which begins with Abraham, and (2) the time of salvation
inaugurated by the birth of Jesus.173 Notice that unlike the gospel of Luke and Acts
where the resurrected Jesus is said to ascend into heaven (Luke 24:50-52 and Acts 1:111), the post- resurrection narratives feature Jesus’ closing promise, “I am always with
you to the end of the age (Matthew 28:20).” From this Kingsbury concludes that
Matthew is not interested in the era of the church on earth as a separate epoch. The
Gospel of Matthew is rather oriented to Christology, not ecclesiology.174 Since
Kingsbury views Matthew’s gospel from the perspective of its Christology, the title of
Jesus as Son of God is affirmed as “an exceptionally prominent Christological strain in
Matthew’s Gospel.”175 It is through this lens that Kingsbury understands Matthew 8-9.
If Matthew 5-7 is the teaching of Jesus, Son of God, then Matthew 8-9 is the Son of
God’s healing activity. Influenced by his theme of a new inauguration of salvation in
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Jesus the Son of God, he sees the miracles of Matthew 8-9 as “ten mighty acts of
deliverance” as Jesus, Son of God, heals with the authority given to him by God.176
Matthew 10, the Mission Speech, is a widening out of such a mission through the
authorization of his disciples to share in these acts. It is clear, however, that the
discipleship theme plays a secondary role in his treatment of Matthew 8-9.
Kingsbury sees the larger parallel between the number, the cluster of Jesus’
miracles, and the way it recalls for him the miracles of Moses, but he does not come up
close to the actual arrangement the evangelist gave to those ten miracle stories.177 The
exercise of Jesus’ authority becomes a lesson to the disciples whom he will also
authorize; he states, “through healing Jesus summons the people of Israel to repentance
and to the Kingdom…also in exercising power over the forces of nature, he enables the
disciples to catch a glimpse of the divine authority he is ever ready to share with
them.”178
As stated above, Kingsbury’s focus is on Jesus as Son of God who performs the
miracles and not on the significance of the miracles in light of the continuing Church and
the apostles who will effect that continuance. Since Jesus is with the church forever
(28:20), there is no need to view the church as a separate entity carrying on without Jesus
present.
It must be noted that although Kingsbury appeals to Jesus’ role as Son of God in
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Matthew 8-9, in 4:17-10:42 there is no mention of Jesus as Son of God except in the
demons’ shouts to Jesus in the exorcism of Matthew 8:28-34. His argument that Jesus is
presented as Son of God rests on two grounds. First is Jesus’ title “Lord,” for while
unbelievers address Jesus as “teacher” (8:19; 9:11), believers call Jesus “Lord” (8:2, 6, 8,
21, 25; 9:28). Since the title “Lord” is generally used when healing authority is attributed
to Jesus, Kingsbury presumes that Jesus is also being recognized as Son of God when
people address him as “lord” throughout Matthew 4:17-10:42.179 Nevertheless, he is not
able to show that the evangelist himself describes Jesus as Son of God in the nine miracle
stories.
Whether Kingsbury’s starting point marker “from that time on” in 4:17 and 16:21
can become a hallmark of showing a new era in Jesus’ ministry is controversial, and
some scholars have pointed out the problems.180 For example, his twofold division of
salvation history is problematic. It seems wrong to interpret “I will be with you until the
end of time” literally. The original audience knew that Jesus was not with them
physically and that Jesus does not directly keep teaching them. Another difficulty is his
emphasis on Jesus’ title as Son of God. While it is true that this title has importance in the
Gospel, many other titles are given importance such as Son of Man, Son of David, Lord,
and Messiah. It is misleading to interpret Matthew’s Christology from the viewpoint of
only one of these titles.
Kingsbury seems to have given up his previous proposal of four divisions in
179
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Matthew 8-9 in his previous article, “Observations on the Miracle Chapters,”181 since his
later writings never appeal to it again. This is probably due to the fact that the fourfold
thematic interpretation of Matthew 8-9 does not fit the newer focus on the Jesus “Son of
God” Christology. In subsequent writings he focuses on Jesus deeds, but it is hard to say
that the concern of Matthew 8-9 is only Jesus’ healing activity. While we cannot
precisely read his thoughts about Matthew 8-9 because of the lack of detailed comments,
his application of “Son of God” to Matthew 8-9 as the main title goes unsupported by the
text itself and Kingsbury’s interpretation of “Lord” as equal to the appellation Son of God
is not persuasive.
John Meier
John Meier’s point of departure is 10:5-6; 15:24; and 28:16-20. According to
Meier, the first two verses show Jesus’ ministry as being limited to Israel. However, after
Jesus’ death and resurrection, Gentile evangelism is commissioned in 28:16-20.182
Therefore, he thinks that there are three stages of salvation history: (1) the inbreaking of
the kingdom, (2) the full breaking out of the kingdom, (3) the full manifestation of the
kingdom at the end of time.183 In the first stage, Jesus’ earthly ministry is limited to
Israel; in the second stage, the kingdom of God has fully opened to all nations through
Jesus’ death and resurrection; in the third stage, the full manifestation will be achieved at
the end. Therefore, contrary to Kingsbury, the full manifestation of the kingdom will
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have to wait “until the end of the age” (Matt 28:20).
Meier divides the gospel into two parts: 1) Jesus’ earthly ministry (1-25), and 2)
the passion, death and resurrection—the turning point of the ages (26-28).184 To Meier,
the death-resurrection of Jesus is an important turning point in salvation history and is to
be understood as an apocalyptic event. It opens a new age in which the Great Mission of
28:16-20 should be sought.185 In analyzing Jesus’ earthly ministry he follows the
narrative-discourse structure of Bacon and therefore Meier also emphasizes the discourse
material over the narratives as many other supporters of narrative-discourse pattern do.
To Meier, Jesus is the teacher of Christian morality, which is why the title “Son of Man”
is critical in understanding the message of the Gospel.186 Therefore, for Meier,
Christology cannot be separated from ecclesiology in the Gospel of Matthew; it is “nexus
between Christ and his people, between Christology and ecclesiology.”187
This understanding is also reflected in Matthew 8-9. Since he thinks that
narrative-discourse pattern reflects the nexus of Christology-ecclesiology, Matthew 8-11,
the second book, shows “the full bloom of the mission in Galilee” (if we regard Matthew
1-7, the initial proclamation of the kingdom, as the first book). Just as Matthew 3-4 and
5-7 show that Christology is the nexus of ecclesiology, so too are Matthew 8-9 and
Matthew 10.188 Christology in Matthew 8-9 is linked with Matthew 10 in that the
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disciples should continue Jesus’ activities. Here we can say that Meier is concerned with
the close relationship between Jesus and the church.
In Matthew 8-9, according to Meier, the main theme is Christology, but one
interesting observation is that it is a “title-less Christology.” Of course, there are two
exceptions: “Lord” (8:2, 6, 8, 21, 25; 9:28) and “teacher” (8:19; 9:11), but the first is used
in the vocative case and the second is used by those who do not have full faith in Jesus.189
Instead of these, Meier focuses on the title “Son of Man” in 8:20 and 9:6. This title was
chosen by Jesus himself and it is linked with the servant-figure in Isaiah who is “a lowly
servant among his people, associating with sinners, showing mercy to the outcast or
mistreated.”190 Meier tries to understand Matthew 8-9 from the viewpoint of “Son of
Man” rather than “Son of God.”
As to the structure of Matthew 8-9, Meier observes three trios of miracles with
three intermediate buffers.191
The first trio of miracle stories (8:1-17)192
The first buffer: the cost of discipleship (8:18-22)
The second trio of miracle stories (8:23-9:8)
The second buffer: the joy of discipleship (9:9-17)
The third trio of miracle stories (9:18-34)
The third buffer: discipleship leads to mission (9:35-38)
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In the first trio of miracle stories he focuses on the three types of people who Jesus
healed: a leper, a Gentile soldier, and a woman. Meier links them with Son of Man as a
lowly servant showing mercy to the outcast or mistreated. In the second trio of miracles
he finds the climax in the third pericope where Jesus “dares to designate himself, even
during his public ministry, as the transcendent Son of Man who possesses God’s own
power to forgiven sins. The judicial function of the Son of Man on the last day is
anticipated in the now of the public ministry.”193 In the third trio of miracles Meier
emphasizes Jesus’ ability to raise the dead as the conclusion of Matthew’s presentation of
Jesus.
Meier interprets the role of three buffers as follows: in the first buffer, where the
title “Son of Man” first occurs (8:20), Meier sees the link between the first trio and the
first buffer194 because Jesus is described as a humble being who is deprived even of basic
existence. In spite of the miracles in the first trio, Jesus still remains the lowly servant. In
the second buffer (the joy of discipleship [9:9-17]), Meier observes a link to the last
miracle of the second trio (The Healing of the Paralytic [9:2-8]), 195 because while the
forgiveness of sin brings joy to his disciples, this joy is rejected by the scribes, the
Pharisees, and John’s disciples. In the third buffer (discipleship leads to mission [9:3538]) he observes two directions. Matthew 9:35 completes an inclusion that begins with
4:23 and summarizes the narrative of Matthew 8-9, but the concluding aphorism in
Matthew 9:36-38 (the aphoristic teachings on the shepherd and the harvester), also leads
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to the missionary discourse in Matthew 10.
One basic problem of Meier’s analysis is that he relies heavily only on several
passages in understanding the Gospel of Matthew: 10:5-6, 15:24 and 28:16-20.196 There
is a division that negates the overall narrative cohesion of the gospel flow and message.
The rather wooden division of Jesus’ ministry into two stages, first only to Israel, then to
all nations,197 may reflect the final climax of the gospel, but the seeming strict separation
of Jesus passion, death and resurrection from the mission of Jesus due to the emphasis
placed on Matthew 26-28 leads away from the unitary character of the gospel and the
manner in which the evangelist has deliberately interwoven traditions and themes.
Following Mark, Matthew has Jesus predict his death and resurrection three times during
Jesus’ earthly ministry, which creates the connection to the expectation of its fulfillment
in the upcoming passion story. By focusing on only some key verses related to his
concept of salvation history and on the title “Son of Man,” he, just as Kingsbury did,
loses the balance of the evangelist’s story.
Meier’s attention to structure is more advanced than that of Kingsbury and he
emphasizes the close relationship between Christology and ecclesiology in Matthew 810. Since he saw Matthew 8-9 serving Christology as the nexus of ecclesiology in
Matthew 10, he found three trios of miracle stories and three buffers. The question is
why the evangelist arranged the material into three trios and three buffers, a question
Meier does not answer.
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Other problems attend his analysis. First, his understanding of the relationship
between the three trios is not clear. In the first trio, he emphasized Jesus’ lowly
servanthood toward the outcast or mistreated, such as a leper, a gentile soldier and a
woman. But in the second trio he found the climax in Jesus’ ability to forgive sin, as in
Matthew 9:2-8, the final story of the trio, but he does not explain what kind of climax it is
meant to be. In the third trio Meier said that the first story showed Jesus’ ability to raise
the dead as the conclusion. He seems to think that raising the dead is the climax of Jesus’
ministry in miracles. It is not clear at all, given Matthew’s redaction of the Mark 2:1-12,
that Matthew would consider raising someone from the dead as greater than the power to
forgive someone’s sins. While the Greco-Roman world holds various stories of the dead
being resuscitated, the authority to forgive sins is unique and limited to God’s authority.
In addition, this story is followed by the healing stories of the blind and mute. So
Meier’s interpretation of the three trios does not suggest any clear direction. While his
interpretation of the first trio shows a tight understanding, his explanation of the second
and third trios does not demonstrate any consistent pattern of meaning in the arrangement
of the miracle stories.
Second, the role of the three buffers is also ambiguous. What is the relationship
of these buffers to the three trios? While he does not explain why there are three buffers
in Matthew 8-9, Meier assumes that these intermediary aphorisms are meant to support
the previous set of miracle stories. For example, when Meier proposes that the first
buffer shows the lowly Jesus who has no house to take rest in, the text itself does not
underline that point. Rather there are two different responses to two different would-be
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followers. Likewise, in his comments on the purpose of the second buffer Meier holds
that it shows the joyful result of Jesus’ forgiving sin, but this amounts to something of an
exaggeration. Furthermore, the interpretation then neglects the discussions between Jesus
and the Pharisees and John’s disciples. Meier gives the third buffer a transitional role,
linking Matthew 8-9 and 10, but it is curious why he did not just call this passage the
conclusion of Matthew 8-9 instead of a buffer. In short, Meier cannot provide an
explanation that takes into account the many aspects of the material that Matthew has
positioned in chapters 8-9.
Conclusion
Most studies of Matthew 8-9 based upon salvation history emphasize ecclesiology
over Christology, as Bauer points out.198 Trilling emphasized Jesus’ teachings as what a
true Israel should know and follow; Meier accentuated the nexus of Christology and
ecclesiology.199 Their understanding is closely related to the recognition of salvation
history rather than the text itself. They generally depend on several isolated key passages
that then control the organization of the material. The degree to the strict division of the
gospel along the lines of salvation history results in sidelining the narratives and their
own individual statements, apart from salvation history or the patterns which are claimed
by these scholars. 200 The real problem is that their attempts to see the gospel in the light
of salvation history must overlook some material in order to showcase the pericopae that
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will bolster their view. These analyses may hold some elements of truth about concerns
in the gospel, but in the end their attempts prove inadequate to explain the evangelist’s
choices.
Threefold Division Approaches According to Modern Literary Theories
Some scholars apply the newly developed modern literary theories to the
interpretation of the Gospel of Matthew, although it must be said that Matthean scholars
do not appeal to them in any significant way. Their particular approach is to use the
signals of a developing plot to ascertain the evangelist’s intended divisions in the gospel.
While these approaches do not give any particular attention to the reasons for the
structure of Matthew 8-9, their approach does introduce a distinctive perspective. These
scholars hold that Matthew has created what may be seen as three divisions according to
plot.
Bernard Combrink
Bernard Combrink rejects the approach of redaction criticism on the grounds that
it focuses on the individual pericope at the sacrifice of the overview of the whole gospel.
His analysis argues that if one examines the macro-text it is clear that a chiastic
composition is intended. The symmetrical composition (i.e., chiastic structure) in the
gospel is shown by literary clues, for example, in the repeated formula “from that time
Jesus began to” in 4:17 and 16:21 as well as the repetitive pattern of five discourses and
narratives.201 Combrink addresses the narrative character of this symmetrical structure202
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when he uses the concept of “plot.” Here he is dependent on the argument for a threefold
structure found in Van Dick and Dan Via. According to Van Dick the superstructure of
a narrative is composed of (1) setting, (2) episode, and (3) evaluation.203 Via’s analysis
identifies the deep narrative structure, the basic elements of any story: 1) initial situation
and initial state, 2) process of amelioration or degradation, 3) goal (final state).204
Combrink uses but modifies these two proposals. For him, the gospel’s three stages can
be identified as 1) setting [Van Dick and Via] (Mt 1:1-4:17), 2) Complication [Via] (Mt
4:18-25:46), and 3) Resolution [Via] (Mt 26:1-28:20).205 According to Combrink, in this
over-arching structure Matthew 8-9 “constitute a substantial contribution to the
characterization of Jesus and the narrative plot.”206
First, to show the characterization of Jesus Combrink links 4:18-11:1 as a unit,
i.e., “Jesus’ ministering to Israel in word and deed, authorizing the Twelve to continue
this.”207 His understanding of Matthew 8-9 is first through the inclusion in 4:23 and 9:35,
which is related to Jesus’ teaching (Matthew 5-7) and healing ministry (Matthew 8-9).
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Then it is related to 9:35-11:1 in that Jesus authorizes the Twelve to continue the ministry
in word and deed to Israel. The keywords of all these three sections focus on authority
(ἐξουσία): Matthew 5-7 shows Jesus’ authority in word, Matthew 8-9 demonstrates Jesus’
authority in deed, and Matthew 10 describes the Twelve’s reception of the authority to
continue Jesus’ ministry in word and deed. In this sense, we can say that Matthew 8-9
contributes to the characterization of Jesus along with Matthew 5-7.
Second, contrary to his position on Matthew 5-7 and 10, Combrink sees a
substantial contribution of Matthew 8-9 to the narrative plot. While he accepts the
division of three groups of three miracle stories with two sections on following Jesus
(8:18-22 and 9:9-17) between, he does not explain in detail how this organization
contributes to the plot. His attention is given to some tensions that occur within the
narratives, such as the difficulty of following Jesus (8:34), the Gadarenes’ rejection of
Jesus (8:34), and the Pharisees’ disapproval of Jesus (9:10). He notes that these tensions
continue through the whole story of Matthew. Thus, Combrink’s analysis of Matthew 89 does not address the reasons for the organization and how it serves the plot he claims it
serves.
One of the difficulties in Combrink’s approach is that the division of the gospel
into three stages is not so effective. His concept of the plot cannot address the
theological richness of Matthew as whole gospel. The simple divisions cannot address
what is a rather complex gospel. That is, he identifies Setting (1:1-4:17) and Resolution
(26:1-28:20) which take only two sections, and Complication (4:18-25:46) which take
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nine sections in his symmetrical structure, 208 but gospel message proves it cannot be
brought forward by these divisions. It must be said that it is difficult to understand the
relationship he proposes by his division of Setting and Resolution. The “Setting”
describes Jesus’ birth and preparation of the ministry and the “Resolution” only includes
Jesus’ death and resurrection, but since the Setting he presents does not offer the issue to
be solved, one must ask how he can understands the death and resurrection as a
“Resolution.” In the end, Combrink’s effort to identify the plot leaves much of the
various redactions of Matthew, such as his organization of Matthew 8-9 and its
intentions, untouched.
Ulrich Luz
Ulrich Luz starts his discussion with the rejection of the thematic approach of
Held: “[Held] is hardly concerned at all with the totality of Matthew’s Gospel as the
narrative frame for the miracle stories and as the key to understanding them.”209 Luz
understands the author’s aim as “narrating a connected story” as well as collecting
miracle stories to show Jesus’ deeds.210 Therefore, it is important to Luz to see the
“continuous movement between the individual stories” of miracles.
To understand the narrative structure of Matthew, Luz uses Elisabeth Gülich’s
three basic elements of a narrative, which is rather similar to Combrink:211 Orientation,
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Complication, and Resolution.212 Being aware of the problem of Combrink, who could
not suggest the problem in the Setting that could be “solved” in the conclusion, Luz
claims that Matthew 5-7 (the Sermon on the Mount) should belong to an introductory
section he entitled, “Orientation.” According to Luz, the key passage is Matthew 4:23-25,
which summarizes Jesus’ ministry in Galilee, and also the larger section of 1:1-4:22,
which includes the infancy narratives and thus the journey of the persecuted infant
Messiah into Galilee as a part of Orientation. He also includes Matthew 5-7, which
presents the commandments Jesus will order his disciples to teach all nations in the Great
Commission (Matt 28:20).213 Thus the Orientation holds the goal of the gospel, which is
to make disciples of everyone — Israel and the nations. In this way the Orientation sets
up the situation that will move into the process of “Complication” and find its Resolution
at the end of the gospel.
Luz sees Matthew 8-9 as the beginning of that intermediary “Complication” since
it concludes with Matthew 9:33b-34 where the contrasting response of the people and the
Pharisees sets up the tension. While the crowd is described as amazed, saying “Nothing
like this has ever been seen in Israel,” the Pharisees denounce Jesus saying, “It is by the
prince of demons that he drives out demons” (Mt 9:34).214 Luz notes that this type of
contrast between the crowds and the enemies occurs again and again, such as in Matthew
12:23-23; 21:10-11, 14-17. Luz argues that from this point on Matthew shows the split
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from Israel and the beginning of the disciples’ community.215
As in all the other proposals of structure by plot, Matthew 8-9 receives no
attention as to the evangelist’s intent in the surface structure.216 Rather, Luz is focused
on the depth of the structure, its function in the overall plot, which he describes as “a
second level of meaning in the Jesus narrative, which surpasses its own past in
approaching the reader.”217 For Luz, the particular arrangement of the miracles and
interspersed narratives as they are redacted and repositioned from their sources show that
the evangelist is focused on the way in which this arrangement works in the developing
tensions of the gospel he is preparing. Therefore, a pause to examine exactly where he
redacted material and the relation of the miracles to each other obstructs the intent of the
evangelist and creates a side conversation, which is rather superficial when compared to
the larger question of the manner in which Matthew 8-9 serves the gospel agenda as a
whole. The point of the evangelist with regard to Matthew 8-9 is not in the grouping of
the miracles, but rather the effective conclusion of Matthew 9:33b-34 where the two
groups, the crowds and the Pharisees, show their response to Jesus and set up the tensions
of the gospel.218 This tension seen through the whole Gospel is resolved at last when
Israel’s rejection leads to the opening out of the gospel to the whole world. Luz
understands the Gospel of Matthew as the founding story of the church through the great
tension of opposition and the function of Matthew 8-9 is to describe the beginning of
215
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tension as the first stage of Complication in the depth structure.
Luz’s insistence on depth analysis and his resistance to surface structure carry
certain liabilities for his overall interpretation of the Matthean gospel. One cannot simply
dismiss the decision of Matthew to reorder sources and to redact them as unimportant to
the evangelist’s serious theological intent. With respect to his treatment of Matthew 8-9,
we must note that his appraisal of its function is seriously incomplete. It is not likely that
the evangelist collected the nine miracle stories in Matthew 8-9 only for the purpose of
showing the Matthean community’s present experience of miracles or to explain the
history of the church establishment. The collection could have been directly drawn from
Mark, following that evangelist’s order of presentation, but they are mixed, reordered,
and he has included a miracle story from Q as well. Moreover, Matthew has chosen to
leave some miracle stories out of the collection although they were more proximate to
those in Mark he did choose. All of this points to authorial intent beyond illustrating the
division of opinion about them as seen at the conclusion of the chapter. It is doubtful if
we can represent the full intent of the evangelist by focusing on a second level of
meaning without caring to establish the first level. Sole and whole dependence on the
second level of meaning leaves the gospel bereft of the evangelist’s more sophisticated
intentions beyond the basic plot.
If, however, we simply critique the actual theory of Luz’s application of the
three divisions, we recall that he solved Combrink’s model, where his isolation of
Matthew 1-4 as setting did not create a problem that the death and Resurrection of Jesus
could be seen to resolve. So Luz suggested that Matthew 5-7 should belong to the stage
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of Orientation not to the stage of Complication. Because he could not see any tension in
Matthew 5-7, he thought that the commandments of Jesus belonged to Orientation, and it
became the goal of the Gospel to be achieved in the section of Resolution, i.e., in
Matthew 28:20. One problem with this is that in his emphasis on the discourse in
Matthew 5-7 he neglected the roles of other discourses in Matthew: the parables of the
heavenly kingdom, (Matt 13) and the final judgment (Matt 24). We should ask why the
evangelist expanded not only the discourse of Matthew 5-7 but also other discourses in
the Gospel of Matthew. A second problem is that with his separation of Matthew 5-7
into the “Orientation,” he misses the otherwise unanimous recognition of the linkage
between Matthew 5-7 as Jesus’ authority in word followed by his authority in deed in
Matthew 8-9, and the inclusion of Matthew 9:35 with Matt 4:23-24. Because Luz
focused solely on the tension of the plot, he missed the linkages immediately apparent in
the surface structure deliberately created by Matthew and, as a result, his interpretation is
less than persuasive.
Conclusion
These approaches reveal the limitations of applying modern literary theories to
ancient texts when such theories of literary composition were not yet recognized or
practiced. Thus, there can be no expectation that the author of the gospel understood the
rubrics of a narrative along modern lines. In fact, the Gospel of Matthew is not set up in
such a way as to easily fulfill the Setting, Complication, and Resolution phases except in
the most elemental way that one finds in any story. The difficulties appeared
immediately in trying to discover a clear “setting,” where scholars differ in identifying
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where the lines of division occur. Similarly there are scholarly troubles with establishing
what the “Resolution” addresses. Meanwhile, the carefully crafted speeches and redacted
blocks of narratives with their own important contribution to the gospel are left
unexplored. Of importance for this dissertation, Matthew 8-9 suffers from neglect of
Matthean redaction and decision making that explains the text’s composition. Rather,
this section is judged by its function as the partner to Jesus’ teachings in Matthew 5-7 or
as a separate section addressing the beginning of gospel tension, as we have seen.
Overall, the general concern addressed by these studies was an understanding of
Matthew’s ecclesiology rather than his Christology since each tried to show opposition to
the Church rather than checking to see if the evangelist’s redaction sought also to bring a
focus on Christology.
Conclusion of Narrative Approaches
In an effort to view the gospel as a whole, rather than as a set of themes, scholars
who explore narrative address the macrostructure or the “deep structure” to uncover the
evangelist’s intent. What we have seen is that the grand sweep of this approach assesses
the function of Matthew 8-9 in the overall gospel, but not the particular organization that
Matthew created with his choice and placement of pericopae in Matthew 8-9. These
approaches are ill equipped, then, to probe the question of the structure Matthew created
for these two chapters. The general weakness of narrative approaches, however, has been
recognized by other scholars who seek to use literary techniques to uncover Matthew’s
intent.
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New Approaches through Literary Techniques
Thematic approaches and narrative approaches can supplement each other’s
weaknesses to some degree, but their fundamental difference in representing the role of
Matthew 8-9 exposes their actual divergence—either approach has the capability to
address the structure of Matthew 8-9 in sufficient detail. Whereas the thematic
approaches emphasize each pericope’s theme, the narrative approaches mainly focus on
the structure of the Gospel as a whole. Neither approach pays enough attention to the
actual structure of Matthew 8-9. New approaches using literary techniques try to provide
what these two different approaches cannot give, they provide different and fresh
viewpoints, in particular the two most prominent: chiastic approaches and triadic
approaches.
Chiastic Approaches
Ever since Nils W. Lund’s several articles on the structure of chiasm in the
1930s,219 chiasm has become one of the popular tools in analyzing ancient texts. Before
Lund, some scholars also mentioned and used chiasm,220 but it is hard to say that chiastic
approaches had been done systematically prior to Lund’s publication. Afterwards, many
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scholars applied this method to the interpretation of the Bible, both to the Old and New
Testaments. The Gospel of Matthew, therefore, has also has been studied from the
viewpoint of chiasm by some scholars.
In the study of Matthew, chiasm is closely related to the theory of narrativediscourse alternation. That is, scholars who support a chiastic explanation of the structure
in the Gospel of Matthew also generally adopt the observation of narrative-discourse
alternation in many cases.
Nils W. Lund
Lund finds a chiastic arrangement in the whole Gospel of Matthew as well as on
the small scale, including words, lines and paragraphs.221
A. 1:1-17 (Jesus is the Son of Abraham and Son of David)
B. 1:18-2:23 (Jesus’ coming and his “star” [sign])
C. 3:1-17 (The Jewish notion and its relation to the “beloved Son”)
D. 4:1-11(Three challenges in the form of temptations)
E. 4:12-11:6 (Sayings and Doings of Jesus)
E’. 11:7-14:12 (Doings and Sayings of Jesus)
D’. 14:13-20:28 (Three great affirmations by means of groups of
passages)
C’. 20:29-23:39 (The Jewish nation and its leaders, and their relation to
Jesus)
B’. 24:1-25:46 (Jesus’ coming and his “sign”)
A’. 26:1-28:20 (Jesus is shown in various ways to be the king of Israel)
This structure has proved to be unpersuasive to scholars and his analysis is rarely quoted
or used in the study of the Gospel of Matthew. One can see at a glance that it is
unbalanced. For example, D (4:1-11) is a short pericope of the Temptation while its
parallel D’ (14:13-20:28) consists of six chapters. Again, Lund finds parallelism in the

221

N. W. Lund, “The Influence of Chiasmus upon the Structure of the Gospel According to
Matthew,” in ATR 13 (1931), 408-409.

96
first temptation (4:1-4) and in Jesus’ making the bread (14:13-15:39),222 but he cannot
account for the many different episodes that exist in 14:13-15:39, such as Jesus’ walking
on the water (14:22-36) and the faith of the Canaanite woman (15:21-28). It is a forced
connection to link the whole section of 14:13-15:39 to the first temptation of Jesus as a
parallel. Notice that the second and third temptations also display a forced parallel.
Lund thinks that the central parallel E and E’ (4:12-14:12; The Sayings and
Doings of Jesus) is the turning point of the Gospel of Matthew according to his laws of
chiastic structure.223 According to Lund, this section answers questions about Jesus’
personality in a chiastic arrangement contrasting “lights and shadows in the total picture
of Jesus.”224 But this section is the beginning stage of Jesus’ public ministry so it is hard
to say that this section is the turning point and the main theme of the Gospel of Matthew.
His analysis of the central parallel D is as follows:225
A: 4:12-24 (Introduction)
B: 4:25-8:1 (The Sayings of Jesus)
C: 8:2-17 (A Central Summary)
B’: 8:19-9:34 (The Doings of Jesus)
A: 9:35-11:6 (Conclusion)
While we can admire Lund’s great effort to analyze the whole Gospel from the
viewpoint of chiasm, his proposed structure demands too much special pleading to be
convincing. What is especially interesting in Lund’s analysis of Matthew 8-9 is that 8:217 is the central summary of parallel E. Contrary to the general notion that this section
222
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consists of the first group of three miracles, Lund thinks that this central summary is
related to the threefold statement of teaching, preaching, and healing in the general
summaries of 4:23-24 and 9:35-10:1 in that Jesus heals all sorts of diseases (leprosy;
palsy; fever) in all sorts of places (mountain; city; home) and by all sorts of methods
(touch and word; word without touch; touch without word).226 Therefore, according to
Lund’s analysis, the section of “the Doings of Jesus” is limited to 8:19-9:34. However,
the gospel does not indicate any intent to separate the first three miracle stories from the
second and third three miracle stories, and thus, Lund’s main concern to uncover chiastic
structures explains his inability to see a relationship among the three groups of three
miracle stories. That is, his main concern was to find chiastic structures so that he
overlooked the relationship of the three miracle stories.
Lund also finds chiasm in the section entitled “the Doings of Jesus” (8:199:34):227
A: 8:19-22 (A believing scribe and another disciple)
B: 8:23-27 (The tempest)
C: 8:28-34 (Two possessed men)
D: 9:1-8 (A palsied man)
E: 9:9-13 (Pharisees)
E’: 9:14-17 (John’s disciples)
D’: 9:18-26 (Jairus’ daughter)
C’: 9: 27-31 (Two blind men)
B’: 9:32-33 (The dumb man)
A’: 9:34 (Unbelieving Pharisees)
According to Lund’s analysis, the key message of “the Doings of Jesus” is the challenges
of Pharisees and John’s disciples about eating and fasting respectively. Although these
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challenges have no direct relationship to Jesus’ miracles, Lund focuses only on the
parallels themselves. Of course, the parallels do not depend on the context but on the
similarities of words, phrases, background, etc. For example, parallel AA’ (8:19-22;
9:34) has no contextual similarities, Matthew 8:19-22 discusses the cost of following
Jesus and 9:34 mentions the Pharisees’ negative description of Jesus’ power as coming
from the prince of the demons. But Lund’s concern is the contrast between “believing”
and “unbelieving” as the source of parallelism. It is problematic, however, to categorize
8:19-22 as “believing” because the teacher of the law was rejected by Jesus. It is also
unnatural to divide 9:33 and 9:34 as separate parallels since 9:33 is the crowd’s positive
response to Jesus’ miracle while 9:34 is the Pharisees’ negative response.
Lund’s analysis of the structure of the Gospel of Matthew from the viewpoint of
chiasm shows unbalance between the context and the chiastic form. While Lund tried to
demonstrate the formal unity of the Gospel of Matthew, this formal unity does not reflect
the context and therefore does not explain the author’s intention persuasively. His
approach is similar to topical approaches in that it neglects the story line and the flow of
the context. His chiastic analysis is too speculative and so incapable of finding the
author’s intention. While he insists that the church knew and used chiasm as a cultural
heritage (423),228 he can offer no proof of this and it is also doubtful that the early church
used this method in such a complex way as Lund’s analysis of the Gospel of Matthew
would suggest. All told, Lund’s analysis is very artificial and has therefore been
bypassed by scholars in the study of the Gospel of Matthew.
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C. H. Lohr
Contrary to Lund who ignores the storyline and context of the Gospel of Matthew,
Lohr focuses on the repetition of narrative-discourse. He does not think that the Gospel
is composed of five books, as Bacon did; instead, he sees the symmetrical structure
(chiastic structure) through the alteration of narrative-discourse. He thinks that this
method is fundamental in analyzing the Gospel of Matthew. His analysis of the structure
of Matthew is as follows:229
Figure 1. Lohr’s Structure of the Gospel of Matthew
1-4 Narrative: Birth and beginning
5-7 Sermon: Blessings, Entering Kingdom
8-9 Narrative: Authority and invitation
10 Sermon: Mission Discourse
11-12 Narrative: Rejection by this generation
13 Sermon: Parables of the Kingdom
14-17 Narrative: Acknowledgment by disciples
18 Sermon: Community Discourse
19-22 Narrative: Authority and invitation
23-25 Sermon: Woes, Coming of Kingdom
26-28 Narrative: Death and rebirth
Lohr observes the balance of the five discourses as an intended chiasm. Matthew 5-7 and
Matthew 23-25 make a parallel of blessings and wows, or entering the Kingdom and the
coming of the Kingdom respectively.230 Matthew 10 and 18 make a parallel in the
sending out of the Apostles and the receiving of the little ones.231 The discourse of
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Matthew 13 is located at the center of the structure and describes the Kingdom’s
character as the turning point of the Gospel.232 The six narratives, according to Lohr, also
show balances between each chiastic parallel.233 For example, Matthew 8-9 and Matthew
19-22 are claimed to hold “interlocking echoes” in them. Matthew 8:11 and 22:32
mention “Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob” and 8:12 and 22:13 say, “There will be weeping
and gnashing of teeth.” He also finds the repeated parallels of the two blind men’s cure in
9:27-31 and 20:29-34. The frequent occurrences of some key words such as “follow”
(8:19, 22; 9:9; 19:21, 27, 28), “authority” (8:9; 9:6, 8; 21:23, 24, 27) also show a
symmetrical parallel between Matthew 8-9 and Matthew 19-22.234 Here we can observe
that Lohr has difficulty in demonstrating parallel themes in the narratives of Matthew 8-9
and 19-22. While he could find some thematic parallels in the five discourses through
some repeated key words, it was not easy for him to find chiastic parallels in the
narratives. This is why Lohr’s explanation of the narratives does not match well with the
flow of the story, the same problem we noted with Lund. His analysis of the narratives
from the viewpoint of chiasm is artificial despite a more developed model of chiasm than
Lund.
Lohr also finds a symmetrical structure in the section Matthew 8-9. He
acknowledges the structure of 3+2+3+2+3, where three sets of three miracle stories are
231
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interpolated with two stories of discipleship. Here he sees a chiastic structure in the
alternation of miracle stories and discipleship stories. While he does not concretely
analyze the structures and themes of each chiastic parallel in Matthew 8-9, Lohr only
points out that Jesus is called by the title “Son of God” in the central miracle of these
central miracle stories. This must mean that the theme or key word in Matthew 8-9 is
related to the title “Son of God.” The difficulty is the same as that with Kingsbury’s
interpretation already discussed above. Matthew 8-9 is related to Jesus’ authority in
deeds, but the text itself does not demonstrate any explicit emphasis on Jesus as “Son of
God.”
Lohr’s analysis has the same problem as those analyses that focus on the
repetition of narrative-discourse do. While he could escape the problem of emphasizing
Jesus’ sayings rather than the story itself, his main concern with chiastic analysis was not
successful in showing persuasively parallel concepts between parallels, especially
between the narrative parallels. His understanding of the relationship between Matthew
5-7 and Matthew 8-9 is also hard to accept. According to his analysis, they have little
relationship as “blessing, entering the kingdom” and “authority and invitation”
respectively, but Matthew 5-7 and Matthew 8-9 are generally thought to describe Jesus’
authority in word and deed as a pair. This is the serious limitation in this approach,
chiasm generally neglects the context and the story line, and this negligence results in an
unacceptable conclusion by focusing on the central parallel. Lohr insists that “Parable of
the Kingdom” is the main message of the Gospel of Matthew and “Son of God” is the
key word of Matthew 8-9, but this is simply not true.
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Peter F. Ellis
Peter F. Ellis, following Lohr, observes the same chiastic pattern in the alternation
of narratives and discourses.235
Sermon

(f) ch 13 (f’)

Narratives
Sermons
Narratives
Sermons
Narratives

ch 11-12 (e)
ch 10 (d)
ch 8-9 (c)
ch 5-7 (b)
ch 1-4 (a)

(e’) ch 14-17
(d’) ch 18
(c’) ch 19-22
(b’) ch 23-25
(a’) ch 26-28

Ellis tries to overcome the weak points of the chiastic structures of Lund and Lohr by
taking the story line into account in his structure of Matthew. He finds seven discourses,
adding two minor discourses of Matthew 3:8-12 and Matthew 28:18-20 to the five major
discourses of Bacon.236 These two minor discourses, especially the latter as the final
discourse in the Gospel of Matthew, play important roles in the structure of Matthew.
According to Ellis, this discourse exchanges the static (i.e., story-less and undramatic)
structure of Bacon and Lohr for a progressive development of the story line.
To Ellis, Matthew 28:18-20 is the key to the gospel because “the action and the
ideas progress steadily to the climactic missionary mandate of Mt 28:18-20.”237
According to him, the movement consists of two stages: 1) the authority of Jesus
established in chapters 1-9, 2) the authority of the Apostles established in chapters 10235
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28:18a.238 At the height of this progress we find 28:18b-20, in which “endowed with all
authority, Jesus authorizes his Apostles to teach to all nations what he has taught
them.”239 To Ellis, therefore, Matthew 28:18-20 is the main theme of the Gospel as well
as the final destiny of the movement. Of course 28:18-20 is not a sudden mandate of
Jesus to his Apostles, according to Ellis, this final discourse is a recapitulation of
Matthew’s concentric circle themes. Ellis finds ten concentric-circle themes in 28:18-20:
(1) the authority of Jesus, (2) the authority of the Apostles, (3) the ecclesial mission of the
Apostles, (4) Scope of the apostolic mission, (5) baptism, (6) teaching, (7) to observe
what Jesus commands, (8) observing all the commandments, (9) assurance of Jesus’
assistance, (10) the end-time judgment.240 These themes occur again and again in the
Gospel as the concentric-circle themes241 and are recapitulated as the key to the Gospel in
the final discourse of Jesus.
Ellis’ understanding of the whole structure is similar to that of Bacon in that it
emphasizes the importance of discourses in the Gospel of Matthew. While he tries to
show the progress of the story by dividing the Gospel into two stages, the fact is that this
analysis does not coincide with his own proposed chiastic structure. “Parables on the
Kingdom” as the turning point and the key message of the Gospel in a chiastic structure
is neglected in the development of the story. This means that the author imbedded two
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different structures (i.e., two progress stages of authorities of Jesus and his Apostles and a
chiastic structure focusing on the Parables on the Kingdom in chapter 13) in a single
book. This double structure is less than persuasive and he seems to fail in “reaching the
mind of Matthew.”
The weak point of his chiastic structure, like Lund and Lohr’s analyses, is that the
links between the parallels are weak. The frequently quoted problem of this structure is
that in the parallel between the miracle chapters of Matthew 8-9 and various narratives in
chapters 19-22 it is hard to find any common factor. Ellis finds a different chiastic pattern
within the structure of Matthew 8-9 instead of the symmetrical structure. While Lohr
observes a symmetrical structure of 3+2+3+2+3 without any explanation about their
relationship,242 Ellis analyzes Matthew 8-9 with the semi-chiastic structure of repeating
the keywords of “author-power” and “follow.”243
(a) 8:1-17 Three miracle stories
(b) 8:18-27 Three discipleship stories
(a.1) 8:28-9:8 Two miracle stories
(b.1) 9:9-18 Three discipleship stories
(a.2) 9:20-34 Four miracle stories
9:35-37 Conclusion of the narrative
However, Ellis; analysis of Matthew 8-9 is peculiar in several way; for example,
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8:23-27 is classed as one of three discipleship stories rather than a miracle story.244 The
main reason for this is the keyword “follow” in 8:23 as also in 8:19. His analysis
depends on a technique of concentric-circle presentation. Here keywords play an
important role, and Ellis pays attention to keywords more than to contexts. In other
words, by focusing on the keyword “follow” in 8:23 rather than on Jesus’ miracle of
calming the sea he classified 8:23-27 as a discipleship story. This tendency of paying
attention to the keywords rather than to the context is shown also in b.1) “three
discipleship stories.” Ellis divides 9:9-13 into two different disciple stories: 1) the call to
Matthew to “follow me” (9:9), 2) Pharisees, disciples, and Jesus at table (9:10-13).
According to Ellis, 9:9 is an independent discipleship story because the keyword
“follow” is used in the call of Matthew while the following story of 9:10-13 has no
relationship with “follow” concept. In assessing this proposal, it must be observed that it
is doubtful if a keyword can become the main theme for the evangelist if it does not
reflect the context he has provided. More seriously, it is doubtful if the keyword chosen
can therefore represent the evangelist if it conflicts with the context. As will be noted,
this tendency of neglecting the context is the common problem of chiastic analyses and
narrative-discourse theories.
It is also doubtful if Ellis’ analysis of Matthew 8-9 can be called chiastic. The
reason Ellis cannot insist on a perfect chiastic structure of ABCB’A’ instead of quasichiastic structure of a) b) a.1) b.1) a.2) seems to be related to chapters 19-22. He
confesses that the relationship between chapters 19-22 and 23-25 is not easy to establish
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as a narrative-discourse pair,245 nor is it easy to establish the relationship between
chapters 8-9 and 19-22 as a chiastic parallel. While he does not explain the relationship
between chapters 8-9 and chapters 19-22 as a chiastic parallel,246 Ellis seems to find one
similarity in that both use quasi-chiastic structures.247
a) 19:1-30 (four questions)
b) 20:1-22:14 (true versus pseudo-Israel)
a.1) 22:15-46 (four questions)
It is clear why he cannot call his structure as chiasm. He says instead, “The material in
chapters 19-22 is chiasmically arranged.” He seems to find similarity in the “chiasmical
arrangement” of material, but his chiastic analysis of cc. 8-9 and 19-22 is less than
persuasive. His chiastic structure shows only that it is hard to find the main theme in his
analysis. While Ellis uses “authority” as the keyword of both sections, the contents of
each parallel are quite different. If the authority of Matthew 8-9 is about miraculous
deeds, the authority of Matthew 19-22 is about Jesus’ authoritative words. “Discipleship”
is another keyword for Ellis, but discipleship cannot become the keyword of Matthew 89. In sum, Ellis’ chiastic analysis does not explain the intention of Matthew as well as he
intended at the beginning.
Conclusion
The chiasm structure requires, it seems, negligence of the storyline and, therefore,
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unbalance between the context and the formal structure. As was seen, the first goal of this
approach is finding keywords within the chiastic parallel, keywords which do not reflect
the context. At first glance, chiasm may look systematic, but it proves ineffectual to
represent the author’s intention. Arguments for the preeminence of chiasm as an early
Christian method of organizing material must be supported by clear examples of its use in
ways that coordinate with the context. This review illustrates that chiastic analyses
performed on the Gospel of Matthew as a whole, and even in part, prove to be artificial
and thus the practical usefulness of this method is doubtful.
Triadic Approaches
It has been frequently remarked that the Gospel of Matthew is full of
“threeness.”248 While some numbers such as two, four, and seven are also used in some
cases, ‘threeness’ is used profusely in the Gospel of Matthew. Therefore, it is not strange
to observe that some scholars have focused on the usage of the number three in analyzing
the structure of the Gospel of Matthew. While this triadic approach is not dominant in
the study of the Gospel of Matthew, it deserves some attention.
Willoughby C. Allen
Among those early scholars who are interested in the triadic structure of the
Gospel of Matthew is Willoughby C. Allen. As one of the three prominent editing
methods characteristic of the Gospel of Matthew, he lists “the arrangement of incidents or
sayings into numerical groups.”249 Among those numerical groups, threeness is salient
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and can be observed all over the Gospel. In Matthew 8-9 Allen observes three groups of
three miracles of healing (8:1-15), three miracles of power (8:23-9:8), and three miracles
of restoration (9:18-34), but he does not explain the relationship between those three
groups. In addition, he has trouble in explaining why the two discipleship stories in 8:1922 are placed in the present section.250 In sum, he is one of the earliest scholars who paid
attention to threeness in the Gospel of Matthew, but his attention was not enough to
reveal a systematic understanding.
W. F. Albright and C. S. Mann
W. F. Albright and C. S. Mann also observe the use of numbers in the Gospel of
Matthew as a mnemonic device.251 The numbers two, three, five and seven were
frequently used as mnemonics in Jewish rabbinical writings and Proverbs because they
were easy to recall. According to them, the reason we can see many examples of
threeness in the Gospel of Matthew is that Matthew faithfully followed the mnemonic
device according to the oral tradition of the Matthean community. In understanding
Matthew 8-9, Albright and Mann show the same interpretation. While they also observe
three miracle groups similar to Allen, they explain this collection of three cycles of three
miracle stories as a mnemonic device to make memorizing of oral tradition easier.252
However, this theory is speculative. It is doubtful if Mark and Luke neglected the oral
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tradition of using threeness as a mnemonic device as we can find in the comparison of the
Synoptic gospels. It seems more persuasive to note that Matthew himself intended this
linkage and rearranged the Markan miracle stories into three groups. The explanation of
Albright and Mann, while seeming convincing at first, cannot explain why the earliest
gospels do not use such a technique when so many of the forms were still loose and
unconnected in any gospel. Their theory relies too much on the theory of mnemonic
devices.
Other Scholars
Among many other scholars who also notice the use of three in the Gospel of
Matthew are J. Moffat,253 C. H. Lohr,254 P. F. Ellis,255 U. Luz,256 W. D. Davis and D. C.
Allison,257 E. Wainwright,258 J. Meier.259 Most of them also accept the 3+2+3+2+3
structure of Matthew 8-9. However, the problem is that there has been no scholar who
tried to explain systematically the triadic structure of Matthew 8-9 until Davies and
Allison. For example, Elaine Wainwright divides the miracle stories of Matthew 8-9 into
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three groups (8:1-15; 8:23-9:8; 9:18-34) with two buffer pericopae (8:16-22; 9:9-17).260
However, because her explanation is focused on the feministic interpretation of 8:14-15
and 9:18-26, it is hard to understand how she views the role of Matthew 8-9 in the gospel
entire. John Meier also understands Matthew 8-9 as having the same structure,261 but he
too fails to explain the relationship of the three groups of the miracle stories along with
the two buffer pericopae.
Davies and Allison
Davies and Allison’s point of departure is Matthew’s love of triad, which they
regard as the key to the structure of the Gospel of Matthew.262 First, they find triadic
structures in the five discourses of the Gospel. While Allison previously analyzed the
Sermon on the Mount of Matthew 5-7 from the viewpoint of triad,263 Davies and Allison
together observe that this triadic structure is not limited to the Sermon on the Mount but
extends to all five discourses: Matthew 5-7, 10, 13, 18, 24-25.264 Then they expand their
search for triadic structures into the narrative material of the Gospel and observe triadic
structures in the narrative material of Matthew 1-12 as follows:265
I.

Early History (1:18-4:22)
a. The conception and infancy of Jesus (1:18-25)
b. John the Baptist and Jesus (3:1-17)
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c. The Beginning of Jesus’ ministry (4:1-22)
II.

A cycle of nine miracle stories (8:1-9:34)
a. Three miracles (8:1-15)
b. Three more miracles, on and around the sea (8:23-9:8)
c. Three more miracles (9:18-34)

III.

Confrontation with ‘this generation’ (11:2-12:50)
a. John, Jesus, and ‘this generation’ (11:2-30)
b. The ministry of mercy (12:1-21)
c. On discernment (12:22-50)

Although Davies and Allison omit 1:1 (the book’s title) and 1:2-17 (the genealogy)266
from the narrative material, it can be said that Matthew 1-12 is fully composed of triadic
structures. After observing this beautifully organized triadic structure in Matthew 1-12,
Davies and Allison point out two things. First, Matthew’s predilection for the triad cannot
be denied any more as it is found in the five discourses and the narrative material of
Matthew 1-12. Davies and Allison explain the reason for the author’s predilection for
threes as a popular joining device as seen in the examples of Simeon the Just,267 Jesus’
fondness of threefold structures,268 Mark’s threefold structures.269 Second, they argue that
the triadic structure cannot be observed in the narrative material after Matthew 12
because, Davies and Allison explain, Matthew used different sources than the Gospel of
Mark when he wrote the narrative material of Matthew 1-12 and the five discourses:
“when Matthew composed on his own (as in 1-12 and the major discourses), he
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composes in triads; when he follows Mark (as he does from 14:1 on and in 13:1-23 and
24:1-36), the triads disappear.”270
It is evident that Davies and Allison’s explanation of the triadic structures of
Matthew 1-12 is more systematic than any of the previous studies. They reviewed the
whole Gospel from the viewpoint of triad and made two observations. While we can
accept their first observation, that Matthew’s predilection for the triadic structure is not
deniable, their second observation that we cannot find any threes after Ch 12 is not
acceptable. Some studies have shown triadic structures outside Matthew 1-12. For
example, J. P. Heil found a triadic structure in Matthew 26-28, even though it was
accidental. According to Heil, Matthew 26-28 consists of “three main sections…each
composed of nine scenes that function together as a dynamic progression.”271
I.

Jesus prepares for and accepts his death (26:1-56)
a. Jesus anticipates his death by Jewish leaders (26:1-16)
b. Jesus prepares the disciples for his death (26:17-29)
c. Jesus accepts death through prayer (26:30-56)

II.

The innocent Jesus dies as true king and Son of God (26:57-27:54)
a. Jesus admits his divine Sonship (26:57-75)
b. The innocent Jesus admits his kingship (27:1-14)
c. Jesus dies as God’s innocent, royal Son (27:15-54)

III.

The authority of the Risen Jesus prevails through witnesses of his death,
burial, and resurrection (27:55-28:20)
a. Women followers witness Jesus’ death and burial (27:55-61)
b. Jewish leaders try to thwart Jesus’ resurrection (27:62-28:4)
c. The authority of the risen Jesus prevails (28:5-20)

As we can observe in Heil’s analysis, Matthew 26-28 also consists of triadic structures.
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The triple triadic structure shows the progressive development of the story of Jesus’ death
and resurrection.
Another example is Tyler J. VanderWeele (2008) who also observes triadic
structures in Matthew 21-22. He supports C. H. Lohr’s chiastic structure with narrativediscourse alternation. Because the weakest point of Lohr’s understanding was the link
between the parallel chapters of Matthew 8-9 and 19-22, VanderWeele seeks to find
some common factors between them. As a result, he observes that Matthew 21-22
consists of “three sets of three once again.”272
21:1-21:27
a.
b.
c.

Three symbolic actions
Jesus’ entry into Jerusalem
The cleansing of the temple
The cursing of the fig tree

21:28-22:14
a.
b.
c.

Three parables
The parable of the two sons
The parable of the landowner
The parable of the marriage feast

22:15-22:

Three questions
a. The Pharisees’ question concerning paying taxes to Caesar
b. The Sadducees’ question concerning marriage and the resurrection
c. The lawyer’s question concerning the greatest commandment

While it is regretful that VanderWeele does not consider Matthew 19-20 as a part of
parallel 19-22, the fact is that Matthew 21-22 also has triadic structures.
Therefore, it is precarious to conclude that the triadic structure disappears in the
narrative material after Matthew 12. If Heil’s and VanderWeele’s analyses are correct,
we can say that Matthew’s predilection for triadic structures is not limited only to
Matthew 1-12, but possibly extends to the following sections, we lack only sufficient
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research in this area. As a result, it is necessary to reexamine the whole Gospel of
Matthew from the viewpoint of triad.
The most serious problem with Davies and Allison’s approach to the triadic
structure of Matthew is that they do not explain why the author overwhelmingly used the
triadic structure. In other words, it is not enough to say that triadic arrangement was a
popular method of editing during the time of Matthew and that the author had a
predilection for this method. It should be explained why he filled his Gospel with threes
and what the author concretely wanted to earn by using threes. But Davies and Allison
remain silent about the purpose of using threes. As Stewart-Sykes comments, any literary
explanation should be followed by a theological explanation if it is to be persuasive: “If a
redactional justification is to be sought for Matthew’s re-arrangement of this material
then a theological explanation is surely preferable to one which is simply
“architectural.”273 If Davies and Allison cannot give a theological explanation for the
triadic structure, their understanding of the structure is not complete and, therefore,
inadequate. In the end, Davies and Allison follow a thematic approach in the concrete
interpretation of each triadic unit. Even though they proclaimed that “the key to
unlocking the structure cannot be found in topical interests (Christology, Discipleship,
and Faith),”274 they could not observe theological themes dominating the triadic
structures along with narrative-discourse alternations. In other words, their analysis of the
structure of Matthew through the triadic literary technique does not play a critical role in
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understanding the author’s intention of collecting three triadic units in Matthew. Thus,
Davies and Allison’s triadic approach remains somewhat “descriptive” of what exists, but
lacks the answer to why that would reveal the evangelist’s meaning for this outstanding
emphasis on three.
This lack of theological explanation is also reflected in the analysis of Matthew 89. According to Davies and Allison, Matthew 8-9 is “a unit whose primary functions can
be specified,” even though there could be a variety of themes applied to this section such
as Christology, faith, discipleship, etc.275 They explain that the role of Matthew 8-9 in the
Gospel of Matthew is preparation for Matthew 10. Chapter 5-7 provides the normative
precepts and Chapters 8-9 normative examples. Therefore, according to them, Matthew
5-10 is Jesus’ challenge to Israel, not the founding story of the church.276 Jesus speaks (57) and acts (8-9), and sends his disciples to speak and act as his representatives (10).
Jesus’ disciples should learn his words and copy his acts. Therefore, Jesus in Matthew 89 is a model for his disciples’ behavior. This interpretation advances beyond those
interpretations linking only Matthew 5-7 and Matthew 8-9 as a pair on the theme of
Jesus’ authority in word and deeds, or linking only Matthew 8-9 (narrative) and Matthew
10 (discourse) as paired on the theme of discipleship. But still they do not provide a clear
theme per se for the collection of material in Matthew 8-9. If the main theme of Matthew
5-10 is “Jesus’ challenge to Israel,” Matthew 5-7 and Matthew 8-9 should not be
interpreted as models for the words and behavior of Jesus’ disciples. If so the focus
cannot but move from Jesus to the disciples and, therefore, to the church. The main
275
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character of Matthew 5-10 is Jesus and the disciples are merely assistants and not the
main characters. Thus Matthew 10 should be understood from the viewpoint of Jesus, and
therefore Matthew 5-7 and 8-9 should be interpreted differently. Matthew 8-9 should be
more than a behavioral model for the disciples because the authority for miracles is not
possessed by the disciples. Davies and Allison’s understanding of the three sections of
Matthew 5-10 is not clear enough to define each section’s role under the title of “Jesus’
challenge to Israel.”
In the analysis of Matthew 8-9, Davies and Allison focus on the miracle stories
rather than discipleship as Jesus’ actions. They observe three groups of three miracle
stories according to the principle of triadic structure:277
I.

Three miracles (8:1-15) + summary report and words of Jesus (8:16-22)
a. 8:1-4 (a healing)
b. 8:5-13 (a healing)
c. 8:14-15 (a healing)

II.

Three more miracles, on and around the sea (8:23-9:8) + call of Levi and
words of Jesus (9:9-17)
a. 8:23-27 (a nature miracle)
b. 8:28-34 (two demoniacs cured)
c. 9:1-8 (a healing)

III.

Three more miracles (9:18-31) + summary report and words of Jesus
(9:35-8)
a. 9:18-26 (two people healed)
b. 9:27-31 (two people healed)
c. 9:32-34 (a healing)

Davies and Allison explain that 8:16-22 and 9:9-17 function as “the boundary
markers” between the three blocks of three miracle stories. It is understandable if we
consider the situation that there are no boundary markers between the three groups:
277
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confusion about the boundaries and themes between the three miracle groups. Clearly the
boundary markers help distinguish the three miracle groups, but we should ask how the
nine miracles of Matthew 8-9 are divided into the present groups. The author awkwardly
used the same miracle stories two times in his gospel (9:27-31//20:29-34; 9:32-34//12:2224) and omitted several miracle stories of Mark (Mk 7:31-37; 8:22-27).
Davies and Allison however, do not provide a clear explanation for the
relationship between these three miracle groups, as we noted above. About the first
miracle group (8:1-15) they emphasize the universalism of Jesus. Jesus’ salvation is not
limited to any privileged group, but is given to all people including such people as a
leper, a Gentile youth, or a woman. In the second miracle group (8:23-9:8), Davies and
Allison focus on the reaction of the onlookers. While the three miracle stories are of
diverse types, every story has the people’s response at the end. Matthew 8:23-27 ends
with wonder and questioning, 8:28-34 shows a negative response of the people asking
Jesus to leave, and 9:1-8 brings the crowd’s glorification of God. These responses show
that a miracle is not an absolute tool to remove unbelief from the unfaithful; the
interpretation of the miracles depends on the eyes of the witness. In the third miracle
group (9:18-31), Davies and Allison do not provide any characteristic feature except that
the three miracle stories become progressively shorter. After all, Davies and Allison do
not provide any systematic understanding about the relationship of the three miracle
groups or why they are divided into the present structure. Therefore, they are unable to
present the theological intention of the author in Matthew 8-9, but only observe the
division of Matthew 8-9 into three groups with some characteristic features that are not
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critical for understanding the ultimate purpose of Matthew 8-9.
The fundamental reason Davies and Allison’s triadic structure could not elucidate
the theological intention of the Gospel seems to be that they presupposed the alternation
of discourses and narratives as the most important feature in the study of the Gospel’s
structure.278 They could not read the Gospel of Matthew as a story purely from the
viewpoint of triad;279 instead, they were under the influence of Bacon’s theory of
narrative-discourse alternation. While Davies and Allison did not accept Bacon’s five
book theory, they also did not provide any different explanation about the relationship
between narrative and discourses.
To sum up, the most important conclusions about the structure of Matthew
are these: There are five major discourses; the discourses and the narrative
material are regularly alternated; from 14.1 on, Matthew’s narrative
faithfully follows Mark; the Matthean discourses and the narrative through
chapter 12 feature triads. Unfortunately, these conclusions do not add up
to any grand scheme. Leaving aside chronology, Matthew’s arrangement
has for its explanation no one structural principle. Sometimes our author
has built triads, other times he has just been Mark’s disciple. So despite its
‘massive unity’(Moffatt, [An Introduction to the New Testament,] p.244),
Gundry is right: our gospel is ‘structurally mixed’ (Gundry, Commentary,
p.11).280
While Davies and Allison freshly analyzed the structure of Matthew 1-12 from
the viewpoint of triad, they could not harmonize the double structures of triad and
narrative-discourse alternation within the Gospel. As a result, they had no choice but to
accept Gundry’s “mixed structure” in Matthew, and this has become the limit of Davies
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and Allison’s approach. Because they could not address the whole structure of Matthew
and the sub-structure of Matthew 8-9, they could only follow the thematic interpretation
of Held in an individual explanation of each pericope.
Conclusion of Triadic Approaches
The problem of triadic approaches is that the relationship between the three units
has not been theologically explained in relation to the overarching structure of the
Gospel. Most of the studies are partial, and even Davies and Allison’s study focused on
the limited arrangement of threes within Matthew 1-12. More seriously, the reason why
Matthew used threes in his Gospel has not been theologically explained. It is not enough
to insist that it is simply Matthew’s preference to use threes frequently in his Gospel.
One must be very sure that there is not a clear purpose beyond simple preference to
explain his structuring according to threes. Likewise, Matthew 8-9 has been left with a
rather superficial analysis about the meaning of the relationship between the three miracle
groups.
Conclusion of History of Research
The interpretative key to Matthew 8-9 is how to understand its subordinate
structure within the context, something which has been frequently neglected. The
thematic approach divided Matthew 8-9 into threefold or fourfold thematic groups
without giving any explanation about the relationship between them as a story. Narrative
approaches analyzed Matthew 8-9 from the vertical viewpoint, showing its role in the
larger plot of the Gospel of Matthew, but could not give a clear horizontal picture within
Matthew 8-9. This is because they could not explain the relation between its main theme
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and its subordinate structure. The approaches using literary techniques such as chiasm
and triad could explain the surface structures in Matthew 8-9, but they also could not
explain theologically the relationship between these apparent sub-structures with
persuasive rationale.
The result is that Matthew 8-9 has not been analyzed for its own structure and for
the manner in which the nine miracle stories are functioning within that structure. Only
after such an analysis can that structure reflect its own message within the context
provided by the evangelist.
Matthew 8-9 is still confronting the dilemma of harmonizing the text both
microscopically (intra-textually) and macroscopically (inter-textually). Thus, we should
still ask the same questions Held asked: First, why and how did the author collect nine
miracle stories in Matthew 8-9? Second, what is the role of Matthew 8-9 in context?

CHAPTER THREE
METHODOLOGY: MATTHEW’S THREE STAGE PROGRESSON
Introduction
Since Held’s publication of his article in 1963, redaction criticism has become
one of the main tools in the study of Matthew, and many scholars are still using this
criticism in the study of Matthew. 1 The methodology of redaction criticism is seeking the
author’s intention by noting patterns of editing of the sources. From these patterns one
can propose certain themes and even an overall theology, Christology and/or ecclesiology
on the part of the evangelist. It is assumed, of course, that these interests and
perspectives of the evangelist flow throughout the entire gospel in a harmonious whole. 2
Therefore, when studying the redaction of Matthew on chapters 8-9, the authorial intent
must be operative here as well. 3
As has been noted earlier, it is not sufficient to focus on each miracle if one is not
able to judge also from the structuring of the stories, which is also due to Matthew’s
1
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redaction, how the arrangement of the stories help to make his point, serve the gospel.
Several attempts have been made in this regard, as we have reviewed in Chapter One.
Either the scholars isolate the chapters and cannot show how their proposed analysis fits
with Matthew’s overall plan, or they remain aloof from the redaction of the stories and
suggest how the chapters fit their analysis of Gospel structure.
Here we suggest a new method which can harmonize each miracle story and the
overall structure of nine miracle stories in Matthew 8-9. As many scholars have already
observed, Matthew is full of triadic structures. 4 But unfortunately this analysis has not
been so persuasive and helpful in explaining the authorial intention in Matthew 8-9.
However, if we carefully read those triadic structures, we can find that in many cases the
three elements are arranged progressively. This progressive three stage arrangement
reveals the author’s overall plan in the structure of Matthew 8-9. We will call this
progressive arrangement as Matthew’s Three Stage Progression, and this method will be
used for the analysis of Matthew 8-9 as a new tool.
Matthew’s Three Stage Progression
What Is Matthew’s Three Stage Progression (MTSP)?
The type of composition referred to by our use of Matthew’s Three Stage
Progression involves a narrative structure which has three parts, but one in which each of
the three parts has a ‘role’ which is not interchangeable. It is a structure where the three
parts move towards a goal, in a sort of escalation.
Before we go further in discussing Matthew’s Three Stage Progression, and how
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it is distinct from “Triad” structure, we should pause to provide an Excursus on the
ubiquitous practice of using ‘three’ in structures.
Excursus: “Threeness” in the Ancient World
The completeness or fullness of the number three is reflected in the thoughts of
the ancient people. 5

We do not wish to say that all these following examples are

somehow connected by genre or form. Our point is quite the opposite. We wish to note
the prevalence of grouping in threes, with special focus here, on forms of
communication oral and written in ancient cultures across the ancient world, East and
West. The point we wish to make is very simply, that the evidence shows us that
grouping literary elements in threes was not strange or unknown. After this small
excursus, we can note that if scholars identify Matthew’s grouping in threes, it is not that
the evangelist presents something brand new in narratives. Rather, what we want to
acknowledge is that Matthew, belonging to the first century world, would have been
familiar with this ubiquitous method of organization.
In Hellenistic World
Before we note how three is used in literary compositions and arrangements, let
us pause to notice the evidence from the Hellenistic and Imperial world that threeness is
often used to express completeness or perfection. The very cosmos of antiquity was
understood to be divided into three, each with its reigning deity, Zeus (the ruler of heaven
and earth), Poseidon (ruler of the sea), and Hades (the ruler of the underworld).
5
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Philosophically, the early Pythagoreans discovered the isosceles triangle, and its
‘threeness’ to hold the basis of all knowledge. 6 Aristotle in his turn considered that the
number three determines the world and all in it. In fact, Aristotle reasoned that human
beings received ‘threeness’ from Nature. 7 In the process of Nature, there are three
principles which are to be considered basic: form, privation and matter. 8
In the Hellenistic Jewish literature, Philo has a similar view about the number
three with Aristotle. When he allegorically interprets the meaning of sixth day in Genesis
1: 26-28, the creation of humankind, he emphasizes that “the number three is an image of
a solid body, because s solid can be divided according to a threefold division. 9 Therefore,
the number three has the image of completeness or fullness echoes Aristotle. Philo also
interprets the number three in Gen 18:2 where it says the Lord visited Abraham, but in
the form of three mysterious visitors. For him, this ‘threeness’ expresses the concept of
God’s immeasurability (i.e., completeness or fullness). According to Philo, God
appeared to the visual soul (i.e., Abraham) with his two heavenly guards (therefore total
three), each figure of whom was not measured in any respect by human beings. God
measures everything and cannot be measured; therefore, He is complete. Philo sees this
important meaning of three in Abraham’s order to Sarah that she use three measures of
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the finest flour to make loaves for the guests (Genesis 18:6). Philo sees the
completeness or perfection of the divine mysteries as contrasted to the incompleteness of
the visual soul.
These three measures should, as it were, be kneaded together, in
order that so the soul……may receive the characters of his power
and beneficence, and becoming initiated into the perfect mysteries,
may not be too ready to divulge the divine secrets to anyone, but
may treasure them up in herself, and keeping a check over her
speech, may conceal them in silence; for the words of the scripture
are, “To make secret cakes.” 10
For Philo, not one or two but three measures are needed for Sarah to deal with the
complete divine mysteries properly. Here we can confirm that the number three is linked
with completeness or fullness.
Philo would have many such opportunities to interpret the threeness that occurs in
the narratives that flow throughout the Hebrew Scriptures. It appears that even in ancient
sagas, three appears as a number suggestion completion. For example people are
mentioned in threes, like the sons of sons of Noah, Shem, Ham and Japheth, who were
the ancestors of the whole (therefore complete or full) races in the world in Genesis 6:10.
The three patriarchs, Abraham, Isaac and Jacob are the set who represent the foundations
of the Jewish people and the three first and most famous of kings, Saul, David, and
Solomon. If we move to composition numerous examples can be cited. For example, the
priests’ blessing on Israel given in Numbers 6:23, 24 is presented in three: “The Lord
bless you and keep you; the Lord make his face to shine upon you and be gracious to you;
the Lord lift up his countenance upon you and give you peace.”
10
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Elijah’s contest with the priests of Baal, the prophet gives orders that four jars of water
are to be poured onto the wood, three times ( 1 Kings 18:34). Threeness is also present
in the praises of the Seraphs before God in the vision of Isaiah 6:3, “Holy, holy, holy is
the Lord of hosts”. In a negative context, the Book of Jeremiah holds God’s warning to
Jeremiah about the duplicitous people who mask their deception, “Do not trust in these
deceptive words, ‘This is the temple of the Lord, the temple of the Lord, the temple of the
Lord” (Jer 7:4).
In Christian Tradition
If we explore pre-gospel Christian traditions that would find their way into the
gospels, the narrative elements can be found here as well. For example, the Q traditions
would hold the three temptations of Jesus by the Satan (Q 4: 1-4,9-12,5-8,13 11), while
pre-Markan tradition would supply Jesus’ three time petition for a possible release from
the coming cross ( Mark 14:32-42); Jesus’ three visits to the sleeping apostles (Mark
14:25-42), Peter’s three time denial of Jesus (Mark 14:66-72); and Pilate’s three time
arguing with the crowd over Jesus’s judgment (Mark 15:6-18) of Peter against his swear
to Jesus.
Outside the gospels, we note that Acts of the Apostles hold the account of
Peter’s vision of the sheet descending from heaven, three times, each time holding “all
kinds of four footed creatures, reptiles and birds of the air” with the voice pronouncing
them clean (Acts 10:9-16, esp. v 16) .
Besides theses narratives, certain of literary forms also display an organization in
11
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threes. For example in the special Lukan tradition of the Parable of the Barren Fig Tree
(Lk 13:6-9, the owner exclaims that he has looked for fruit on the tree for three years,
and now is ready to have the tree cut down . This suggests that the listeners would agree
that three years is a completely sufficient time frame for the tree to show its capability of
bearing fruit.
Outside Synoptic tradition, three is also apparent in the gospel of John, for
example in the three witnesses to Christ: The Spirit, the water and the blood, (1 John 5:8)
which are understood to express the completeness of the testimony.
Conclusion
These examples help to show that organizing narratives or elements in a story or
teaching using three was common. 12 Sometimes the threeness is meant to reinforce the
reality, as in the prayers of the Seraphs (Isa 6:3) or the false devotion of the sinning
people in Jer 7:4 or the total soaking of the wood Elijah orders, or the three times
lowering of the sheet from heaven. Other times, it expresses an entity’s completeness
. 13, such as the cosmic composition, Nature’s divisions, the aspects of a person, the
Lord’s completeness, the completeness of a priest’s blessing of Israel, and in the New
Testament, the threeness of the testimony to Jesus as the Christ. A third way in which
three is used, however, is in narratives that progress so that the third element is the
climax. We see this in the Q story of Jesus’ three temptations, Jesus’ prayers in
12
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Gethsemane which end with his acceptance; Jesus three time correction to his sleeping
disciple which conclude with his invitation for them to sleep on; Peter’s three time
denials that end with the cock crowing to recall to him his former bragging about his
readiness to die for Jesus; Pilate’s escalating argument with the people over Jesus’
judgment
The evidence shows us that the use of three in organizing narratives, and even
elements of a form was favored and employed for reinforcement or to convey
completeness or to help in a progressive story, 14 and therefore cannot be viewed as
anything but natural and at home in the world of communications whether it is West or
East. 15
Threeness as an Organizational Principle: Triads and Progressions
In the discussion above, we see that three is variously used, for emphasis, for
completeness but also in stories with a progression. Matthew was exposed to traditions
around him, and in particular these various ways of using three as an organizational
principal. As was already shown in the first chapter of the Dissertation, the Status
Quaestionis, Matthean scholars have already noted how triads feature in Matthew’s
organization in the gospel. We will be revisiting some of these observations in this
chapter, to illustrate that these triads not only function to emphasize and to express
completeness, but also, as scholars will show, to compose a progression where each
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component part has its role, and the third element is the climax of that progression.
In contrast, a simple triad is one in which a set of three elements exists, but
they do not have to be interconnected, or hold any kind of progression. There is no ‘plot’
so to speak. A good example of this, and one found in Matthew’s gospel, is the Sermon
on the Mount which Dale C. Allison has analyzed as a set of triads. 16 The dramatic
effect of the collected aphorisms side by side cannot be denied, but it is a distinct
dynamism from that which occurs if one plans a progression from beginning, through
middle to the end.
As a review, the box below brings out the difference between the triadic
structures, where three units are set side by side, with no implications concerning their
ordering. In contrast the Three Stage Progression that is used in story telling in antiquity,
uses three movements, but they cannot be random. Rather each movement has its own
role and relationship to the other two, for the narrative, progresses to its end.
Table 2. Comparison of the Triad and MTSP
Structure Type
A Triadic Structure
(arranged in random)
Matthew’s Three Stage Progression
(arranged according to the logical order)

Methods of Arrangement
ABC, ACB,
BAC, BCA,
CAB, CBA
A→B→C (only one way)

MTSP in the Gospel of Matthew
MTSP is found frequently in a. Smaller Forms; b. Narratives; c. Organization of
Discourses; and d. Sections of the Gospel.
16
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MTSP in Smaller Narratives
Peter’s Three time Denial of Jesus (Mt 26:69-75)
In Matthew’s redaction of Mark’s account of Peter’s denials (Mk 14:66-72// Matt
26:69-75), he has created a clearly escalating arrangement of the three time denials. 17
v. 68 : 1st denial: but he denied it, saying, “I do not know or understand what
you are talking about.”
v. 70 2nd denial: but again he denied it.
v. 71 3rd denial: but he began to curse, and he swore an oath, “I do not know
this man you are talking about.”
v. 70 1st denial: but he denied it before all of them, saying, “I do not know
what you are talking about.”
v. 72 2nd denial: Again he denied it with an oath, “I do not know the man.”
v. 74 3rd denial: Then he began to curse, and he swore an oath, “I do not
know the man.”
Mk 14:66-72 is arranged so that Peter’s first denial is that he does not know what the
servant girl is talking about, then a narrative report that he denied his knowledge of Jesus
a second time. In the third denial, an escalation has occurred in that now Peter begins to
curse and swear and take an oath that he does not know Jesus.
So here Mark has a progressive narration of three, drawn from the tradition, yet
whereas Mark uses the third denial as the climax, the first two leading steps to the third
do not show the special progression and drama that Matthew’s redaction achieves.
Matthew first copies Mark, streamlining the response of Peter to clarify that he does not
know what the girl is saying. He avoids the inclusion of not understanding, as though
Peter would be that dull. But he adds “before all of them”. This is far more condemning
since it is not a private conversation with the girl, as in Mark, but conveys the idea that
everyone warming themselves is close enough to hear the girl and wait for Peter’s
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response. This amounts to a public apostasy of Jesus. Second whereas Mark simply
reports through narrative that Peter repeated the denial, Matthew reports that Peter made
an oath, giving the actual words “I do not know the man”. Here the audience would
remember Jesus teaching against swearing oaths (Matt 5:34-37). More seriously, Peter is
not just making an oath, but a false one, calling on God to witness what is a lie. In this
way, Matthew ensures that in copying the third denial from Mark’s gospel, the statement
that Peter began to curse along with his false oath creates a truly shocking climax to the
tragic scene of Peter’s denials. This detail of redaction helps to emphasize the dramatic
moment of the cock crowing, and Peter’s remembering his bragging to Jesus.
Matthew 21:28-22:14: Three Parables: 1) the Parable of Two Sons (21:28-32); 2) the
Parable of the Tenants (21:33-46); 3) the Parable of the Wedding Feast (22:1-14. 18
Many scholars have recognized, not only the tripartite organization of the parables
in Matthew 21:28-22:14 but also the progression that is achieved by their placement.
For example, Wesley G. Olmstead observes; “Matthew has taken three parables from
separate sources and has woven them into an impressive unity.” 19

More particularly he

explains. 20
The trilogy features a series of progressions. The three parables tell the
stories, respectively, of Israel’s rejection of John, Jesus and Jesus’
messengers. The first proclaims the exclusion of the Jewish elite from the
kingdom, the second announces the transfer of the kingdom, the third
points to the visible historical expression of this judgment.
Thus, from the unity of this arrangement, Matthew emphasizes Israel’s rejection of Jesus
18
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and the transfer of the kingdom. Israel is indicted, and now the Gentiles are joining the
kingdom. God’s people should keep their faithful relationship with Jesus by responding
to his call.
Carter and Heil hold that Matthew’s intent is for “the audience’s progression
through a sequence of three parables.” 21

What they mean by this is that these parables

are not standing without a connection to the previous story, Matt 21:23-27. 22 In that
narrative, Matthew has reported Mark’s story of the authorities’ challenge to Jesus about
the source of his authority. Since they will not answer Jesus’ counter question to them
about the source of John’s baptism, Jesus refuses them an answer. These parables that
follow address that contention between those religious leaders who are thought to be
faithful, and the truth about where faithful response lies.
In their discussion of the first parable, the Man Who Had Two Sons (21:28-32),
they note that it describes “a double condemnation of the leaders as well as a model and
warning for the audience of disciples.” 23 So here, the reference is a warning to the
leaders who are obdurate and reject God’s will. As for the Matthean audience, the
message is that, unlike these religious leaders, they will want to repent and follow God’
will like the second son. The second parable of the Householder, the Vineyard, and the
Tenants (21:33-46) placed as it is, seems to explain the first parable in more detail: the
leaders reject the householder’s son (i.e., Jesus, Son of God) as it begins, “Listen to
another parable” (21:33). Here “the parable affirms the identity and role of those who do
21
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recognize God’s purpose.” 24 Those who bear fruits will inherit the kingdom of God.
The third parable of the Wedding Feast (22:1-14) issues a warning and encouragement
for the audience. 25 Those who do respond to God’s calling should be sure to come
wearing their wedding clothes (i.e., keep appropriate faithful behaviors).
For his part, Frederick D. Bruner calls these three parables “The People-of-God
Parables” rather than “The Israel Parables” because they are really directed at the Church
of Matthew and not just against the resistant leaders of Israel. 26
The parable trilogy contrasts the false and true people of God of all times,
in an interesting chronology. Topically, the first parable centers on the
ministry of John the Baptist, the second on the mission of Jesus the Son,
and the third on the mission of Jesus’ church – John, Jesus, church.
In these three parables, he observes a progressive arrangement according to the
chronological development, ‘a little outline of God’s world history.’ “The first parable
tells us mainly about the ancient people of God; the second mainly about the transfer
from the ancient to the new people of God; and the third tells us mainly about the new
people of God.” 27 Bruner’s analysis clearly shows the MTSP writing technique.
Matthew’s Three Stage Progression in Narratives
Matthew also shows his sensitivity to the most effective progressions in the way
he both redacts his sources and creates his own structures in the narratives of the
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gospel. 28
Matthew’s Opening Title and Its Relation to the Genealogy (Matthew 1: 1-17)
The gospel opens with three titles of Jesus, arranged progressively.
“An account of the genealogy of Jesus
1) the Messiah
2) the son of David
3) the son of Abraham” (Mt 1:1).
In this titular verse of the gospel which has no verb, Jesus has three titles: Messiah, son of
David, and son of Abraham. What is interesting about the title of Jesus, Christ in the
synoptic gospels is that the form of ‘Jesus Christ’ does not occur as a common title so
frequently except in Mt 1:1, 18 and Mk 1:1 as in the letters of Paul. This proves that the
main purpose of the synoptic gospels is Christology of Jesus.
Jesus’ Messiahship is strengthened more with the title of ‘son of David.’ While
Mk 1:1 describes Jesus as “Christ, Son of God,” Mt1:1 calls Jesus as “[1] Christ, [2] son
of David, [3] son of Abraham.” This shows how Matthew interprets Jesus’ Messiahship.
We should pay attention to the order of the titles which is reversed chronologically. In
this order we can read the author’s intention why ‘son of David’ is mentioned first and
‘son of Abraham’ later. First, Matthew expands Jesus as ‘son of David’ according to the
Hebrew traditions after he calls Jesus ‘Christ.’ The title of ‘son of David’ is used as
meaning Christ in OT (Isa 11:10; Jer 23:5, 33:15; Zech 3:8, 6:12; Jn 7:42) as well as in
extra-biblical texts (4QPatrBless 3; 4QFlor1:11-12; 4QpIsaa.frags. 7-10, 11-17). 29 This
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might imply that Jesus’ Davidic bloodline was emphasized for Jesus’ Messiahship in the
Matthean community. But to the author, this addition of the title of ‘son of David’ to
Jesus was not enough in fulfilling the condition of the Messiah. Matthew added another
title to Jesus: ‘son of Abraham.’ Abraham is the founder of Israel to whom God made
some covenants including Messiahship (Gen 22:18). In addition, he is the father of all
nations, and Jesus is Abraham’s offspring through whom all nations will be blessed.
The second attribute, ‘son of Abraham’ has a still wider scope. It is not
only the royal line which culminates in Jesus. The list of ancestors is taken
back as far as Abraham, the progenitor of the whole people, not only of
one tribe. Above all, Abraham is the bearer of the ancient promise, ‘by
you all the families of the earth shall bless themselves (Gen 12:3). 30
With these three titles, the author insists that Jesus is the Messiah who fulfills all the
scriptural covenants from David back to Abraham. The order of three titles should not be
changed; otherwise, it will lose the original meaning that the author intended. These three
titles of Jesus arranged progressively to God’s promises prescribes what Jesus will do in
the following passages. Therefore, it is natural that we see the genealogy from Abraham
through David to Jesus in the following passage.
The genealogy in Matt 1:2-17 illustrates Jesus’ bloodline up to Abraham, but the
bloodline is artificially redacted according to the MTSP writing technique. The
descendents of Abraham are simplified into 42 generations and the 42 generations are
divided into three divisions each composed of 14 generations. While there are a lot of
explanations about this arrangement, 31 we can interpret that the three divisions represent
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the three periods of Israel history.
1st period (from Abraham to David): Growth of Israel into a kingdom
2nd period (from David to Josiah): the decline of the kingdom
3rd period (from Jeconiah to Jesus): destruction of the kingdom until Jesus’
restoration
The number fourteen (7×2) means a (double) complete period, which symbolically
distinguishes one period from others. 32 This is clear when we consider that many
generations are omitted in each period. The first period starts with a seventy five year old
man with no son and develops into a nation, peaked with the establishment of the United
Kingdom by David. This prosperous kingdom diminishes more and more for fourteen
generations (symbolically) until the exile to Babylon. After that, the kingdom perfectly
vanished with no king for another fourteen generations until the birth of Jesus, king of the
Jews (2:2). With these three divisions of forty two generations, the whole history of Israel
is concluded with the coming of the Messiah, ‘king of the Jews.’ The MTSP writing
technique is a very effective method in describing the coming of the Messiah in the
darkness of Israel’s history.
MTSP in the Structure of a Gospel Section
The Infancy Narratives and their Relation to the Genealogy
First, we should note that the actual infancy narratives Matthew 1:18-2:23
belong to the larger cycle which includes the genealogy. Scholars see here, two cycles of
narratives. Since rlclcec23 (1:1-2:23) has two cycles of MTSP structures.
The infancy narrative structure of some scholars such as Wolfgang Trilling, 33 Herman
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Hendrickx, 34 and D. A. Carson 35 can be modified as follows.
(1st cycle of MTSP: Birth of Jesus)
1:1-17: the genealogy of Jesus
1:18-25: the announcement of the birth of Jesus
2:1-12: the visit of the Magi
(2nd cycle of MTSP: Crisis of baby Jesus)
2:13-15: the flight into Egypt
2:16-18: the massacre of the innocents
2:19-23: the return from Egypt
While they do not separate this story clearly into two cycles, it is natural to separate them
into two parts: 1) birth of Jesus, 2) crisis of Jesus. It is difficult to prove with confidence
if the crisis story of Jesus is influenced by the OT story of Moses or by the birth
narratives of ancient Greek heroes generally followed by a story of crisis, 36 but the close
relationship between these two cycles cannot be denied. The first cycle of MTSP shows
the extraordinary birth of Jesus. Jesus’ bloodline from Abraham and David shows his
noble birth as the Messiah according to bloodline from Abraham and David shows his
noble birth as the Messiah according to Abrahamic covenant (Gen 12:1-3) and Davidic
covenant (2 Sam 7:4-17). In addition to the noble birth, the author emphasizes Jesus’
virgin birth, which proves the divinity of Jesus. This divine birth is strengthened by the
visit of the Magi from Persia with three gifts to celebrate the birth of the King of the
Jews. This visit story may be related with the Hellenistic or rabbinic parallels in which a
heavenly phenomenon is reported after the birth or death of a great man. 37 This first cycle
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shows a perfect unit trying to prove a divine birth of Jesus, which is arranged
progressively in three divisions.
The second cycle of MTSP, closely connected with the birth story of Jesus, shows
the crisis after the birth of Jesus, as seen in many birth stories of great heroes such as
Gilgamesh, Cyrus, Hercules, Alexander, Moses, etc. 38 Joseph flees to Egypt with Jesus,
following the commandment given by the angel, which is a fulfillment of OT prophecies
(Hos 11:1). Therefore, Herod has to be satisfied with killing infants under three years old
in Bethlehem instead of Jesus, which is another fulfillment of the OT prophecies (Jer
31:15). Finally baby Jesus comes back to Galilee after the death of Herod to fulfill an OT
Prophecy (Pss 22:6-8; Isa 11:1; Dan 9:16). This second cycle shows how Jesus
overcomes the crisis and fulfills the OT prophecies. Those two cycles describes the
infancy narrative dramatically according to the MTSP writing technique.
Davies and Allison observe a cluster of triads in the Sermon on the Mount of
Matthew 5-7. While it is not easy to find a progressive arrangement in the discourses
because there is no plot in the discourse like a narrative, the Sermon on the Mount shows
a plenty of examples of MTSP structures. Davies and Allison divide the whole section of
the Sermon on the Mount into three parts. 39

The Sermon on the Mount (Matthew 5: 3-7:27): The First Major Discourse
Introduction (4:23-5:2)
Sermon (5:3-7:27)
Conclusion (7:28-8:1)
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This is the most basic form of MTSP, as Aristotle suggested: beginning, middle and
end. 40 The introduction provides the background of Jesus’ summon. Then, Jesus’ sermon
is narrated progressively with three divisions (see below). Finally the section ends with
the response of the crowd: astonishment. These three divisions are arranged progressively
according to the logical order. 41
Davies & Allison also analyze the section of Sermon (5:3-7:27) into three
divisions arranged progressively. 42
Nine Blessings (5:3-12)
Main body (5:13-7:12)
Warnings (7:13-27)
The section of Nine Blessings plays the role of introduction to the sermon. This
introduction characterizes the main body of the sermon as blessings not as
requirements. 43 The main body of the sermon, which is also composed of a MTSP
structure (see below), shows Jesus’ authoritative teachings different from Israel’s law
teachers. Finally these blessed teachings end with warnings, which is related with
eschatological rewards and punishments. The order of this section cannot be changed in
random to keep the flow and intention of the sermon smoothly.
Davies and Allison divide the main body of the sermon into three sections, which
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is also arranged progressively according to the MTSP writing technique.
Torah (5:17-48)
Cult (6:1-18)
Social Issues (6:19-7:12)
If these three divisions are arranged randomly, the original meaning will be attenuated.
First, Jesus’ teaching is focused on the Torah. The purpose of his teaching is to fulfill or
complete the law by comparing the old and new righteousness. Then Jesus’ teaching
develops into the inner motivation of religious life through the examples of almsgiving,
prayer, and fasting. Those teachings have never been written in the Torah. Finally the
teaching cultivates the inner motivation into how to serve God correctly in the personal
and social life. This revolutionary teaching about God and the heavenly kingdom which
Israel has never heard before brings people into surprise and re-consideration of their
religious life.
The Mission Discourse (Matthew 9:35- 11:1): The Second Major Discourse
Dorothy J. Weaver leads the way to this analysis in her Matthew’s Missionary
Discourse in which she identifies 9:35-38 as the narrative introduction, as well as 10:1-5a
to the series of three exhortations. 44
I. 9:35-10:5a (The narration Introduction)
II. 10:5b-42 (An extended and uninterrupted discourse by Jesus)
a. 10:5b-15
b. 10:16-23
c. 10:24-42
III. 11:1 (The narrative conclusion)
Her literary analysis is based upon Jesus’ repetition of the characteristic statement at the
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end of each part: “Truly, I say to you…” (10:15, 23, 42). 45 In the first stage, Jesus
instructs his disciples what they should do as missionaries: the disciples’ ministry. 46 In
the second stage, the looming persecutions and the disciples’ response to them are
emphasized, contrary to the disciples’ initiative actions in the first stage. 47 The final stage
concludes Jesus’ instructions from the viewpoint of relationship between the disciples
and Jesus. 48
A new thrust characterizes the third section of the discourse. The previous
section (10.16-23) shifted the focus of attention from the initiatives which
the disciples are to take in their ministry (10.5b-15) to the violent
persecution which others will initiate against them. This section (10.2442) now shifts the focus of attention back to the initiatives of the disciples.
But rather than focusing either on ministry (as in 10.5b-15) or on
persecution (as in 10.16-23), 10.24-42 combines these two emphases
within a discussion focusing on relationships.
The disciples’ initiative ministry and their overcome of the coming persecutions (i.e.,
becoming fearless witnesses) can become successful only through their strong
relationship with Jesus. These three divisions show the progressive arrangement of the
MTSP writing technique
Leon Morris analyzes the discourse as follows: 49
1. The Harvest and the Workers (9:35-38)
2. The Mission of the Twelve (10:1-42)
a. The Twelve (10:1-4)
b. The Charge to the Twelve (10:5-15)
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c. Troubles Ahead (10:16-25)
d. Fear and Loyalty (10:26-42)
According to this analysis, the second discourse itself (10:5-42) is divided into three
sections. The first section of the discourse narrates Jesus’ charges of mission to the
twelve disciples. Naming twelve disciples, Jesus limits their mission of teaching and
healing within the border of Israel. Then he warns severe persecutions on the way to the
mission. At the final stage Jesus encourages them not to be afraid of the authorities three
times. The disciples will not be respected by the authorities, because they even do not
respect Jesus. But Jesus asks them loyalty to their mission. This mission discourse is
arranged progressively in three divisions according to the logical development of Jesus’
mission charge – persecution warning – encouragement.
John Nolland shows a similar division with that of Morris. The difference is
10:24-25. While Morris thinks this part as the conclusion of the warning, Noland
understands it as an introduction to the final instruction. He analyzes the mission
discourse as follows. 50
Instructions Part I (10:5-15)
Part II (10:16-23)
Part III (10:24-42).
While Nolland does not clearly title the contents of the three parts of instruction, he
divides these three sections as (1) an extended set of specific mission directives (the
nature of the mission initiatives), 51 (2) difficulty of the task (the prospect of hostility), 52
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(3) requirement of loyalty as the witness of Jesus. 53 Nolland’s analysis also shows the
TNP writing technique arranged progressively according to the logical development of
the discourse.
The Parable Discourse (Matthew 13:1-52): The Third Major Discourse
The parable discourse (13:1-52) has been debated considerably by many scholars,
but there is no unanimous analysis. Some scholars approach it from the viewpoint of
chiasm, 54 but this approach does not show ‘any obvious symmetrical structure as D. A.
Hagner criticizes. 55 Some scholars approach this parable discourse from the viewpoint of
MTSP. For example, Davies and Allison analyze the parable discourses from the
viewpoint of triadic structures as follows: 56
Section 1 (13:1-23)
Section 2 (13:24-43)
Section 3 (13:44-52)
First, within each of the three sections, the organization features three parts: (1) the
parable(s), (2) the discussion of parable(s), (3) the interpretation of a parable. According
to Davies and Allison, the first section (13:1-23: The Sower) describes “the unexpected
response to Jesus himself or the unbelief of so many Jews in Matthew’s day.” 57
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They see this first section recalling the context of chapters 11-12, in which Jesus’
ministry to Israel was not successful due to their hardened heart.

Davies and Allison

observe a progressed theme in the second section (13:24-43 Parable of the Weeds, the
Mustard Seed and the Yeast): “human failure is part of a wider problem, namely, the
cosmic struggle between God and Satan.” 58 It is not simply a matter of faith, but a matter
of an origin. Those who reject the Messiah are ‘sons of the devil’ and they are
fundamentally different from those who accept Jesus as the Messiah. The weeds will be
burned and the wheat will be gathered.

In the final and climactic stage (13:44-52: The

Treasure in the Field, the Merchant in Search of Pearls, and the Dragnet), the discourse
comes to its final messages with “the certainty of the kingdom’s ultimate victory despite
all appearances.” 59
Matthew’s Three Stage Progression in Larger Sections of the Gospel
Davies and Allison Analysis of Matthew‘s Gospel 1:1-12: 50
The outline below shows the narratives of the Matthean gospel as set out by
Davies and Allison, but the problem is that they do not include the discourses in the first
twelve chapters: the Sermon on the Mount; and the Mission Discourse. The triadic
structure of the sections is represented here, to be sure.
The Structure of Chapters 1-12
I. Early History (1:18-4:22)
1. The conception and infancy of Jesus (1:18-25)
2. John the Baptist and Jesus (3:1-17)
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3. The beginning of Jesus’ ministry (4:1-22)
II. A Cycle of Nine Miracle Stories (8:1-9:34)
1. Three miracles (8:1-15)
Summary statement + teaching material (8:16-22)
2. Three more miracles, on and around the sea (8:23-9:8)
The calling of Levi + teaching material (9:9-17)
3. Three more miracles (9:18-26)
Summary statement + teaching material (9:35-8)
III. Confrontation with ‘This Generation’ (11:2-12:50)
1. John, Jesus, and this generation (11:2-30)
2. The ministry of mercy (12:1-21)
3. On discernment (12:22-50)
Certainly Davies and Allison have contributed greatly to identifying three part
progression in the discourses, but without them in place in the gospel, the progression of
narratives and their significance cannot be properly balanced and identified fully. Here,
let us notice that at this point, Davies and Allison have seen the triads in the miracle
chapters, 8-9, but the triads have not been checked to see it they too hold a progression.
The Passion, Death and Resurrection of Jesus (Matthew 26: 1- 28:5)
John P. Heil uncovers an elaborate formal schema in Chapters 26-28. He analyzes
the material into three major sections, each of which is also composed of three sets of
alternating and contrasting scenes. 60
The MTSP Structure of Matthew 26-28
I. Matt 26:1-56: Jesus Prepares for and Accepts His Death.
(1) 26:1-16 Jesus anticipates his death by Jewish leaders.
(2) 26:17-29 Jesus prepares his disciples for his death.
(3) 26:30-56 Jesus accepts death through prayer.
II. Matt 26:57-27:54: The innocent Jesus dies as true King and Son of God.
(1) 26:57-75 Jesus admits his divine sonship.
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(2) 27:1-14 The innocent Jesus admits his kingship.
(3) 27:15-54 Jesus dies as God’s innocent, royal Son.
III. Matt 27:55-28:20: The authority of the risen Jesus prevails
through witnesses of his death, burial, and resurrection.
(1) 27:55-61 Women followers witness Jesus’ death and burial.
(2) 27:62-28:4 Jewish leaders try to thwart Jesus’ resurrection.
(3) 28:5-20 The authority of the risen Jesus prevails.
As a whole, Heil really describes Matthew’s three step progression structure as he
emphasizes the “dynamic process of communication involved in the intricate structures
formed by these Matthean scenes.” 61

Besides the three part division of the: (1) passion,

(2) death, and (3) resurrection) each of these stages is also arranged progressively.
Matthew’s Three Stage Progression in the Gospel Structure
Matthew’s Gospel Structure as a Three Part Progression
Some scholars, such as Jack Dean Kingsbury have seen the gospel structure itself as
being able to be divided into three progression steps. 62
1. The person of Jesus Messiah (1:1-4:16)
2. The proclamation of Jesus Messiah (4:17-16:20)
3. The suffering, death and resurrection of Jesus Messiah (16:21-28:20)
His literary cues are the repetition at the beginning of each of these divisions,
“From that time on Jesus began to preach [to show his disciples]…” (4:17; 16:21). As he
says, “each time this formula occurs, it introduces a new phase in the ministry of
Jesus.” 63 And again he observes, “Matthew tells the story of the life of Jesus first by
presenting him to the implied reader and then by describing, respectively, his public
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ministry to Israel and his journey to Jerusalem where he suffers, dies, and is raised.” 64
This analysis shows the MTSP writing technique.
Craig L. Bloomberg basically follows Kingsbury’s structure. He divides the
gospel into three sections: (1) Introduction (1:1-4:16), (2) Development (4:17-16:20), (3)
Climax (16:21-28:20). 65 He also observes the progressive arrangement in these three
divisions. 66
All the episodes of 1:1-4:16 present events prior to the actual beginning of
Christ’s ministry; with 4:17 his great Galilean ministry gets underway.
From 4:17-16:20 Jesus teaches and preaches, heals and works miracles,
gains increasing popularity and arouse growing animosity, and
consistently forces people to raise the question of his identity, which is
climactically and correctly answered by Simon Peter in 16:13-20. But
despite the lack of scene change, the tone and content of 16:21-28 could
scarcely introduce a more abrupt about-face. From this passage through
the end of the Gospel all attention is centered on the road to the cross, with
its glorious sequel, the resurrection.
Douglas R. A. Hare also analyzes the gospel into three divisions, but his structure
is different from that of Kingsbury as seen below.
Part One. Who is Jesus? (1:1-4:11)
Part Two. The Messiah’s Ministry to Israel (4:12-16:12)
Part Three. The Messiah’s Obedient Submission to Death (16:13-28:20)
Hare holds that Matthew does not neglect ‘the Markan storyline”, but is dependent upon
it. This also explains why he is not persuaded by Bacon’s theory that Matthew’s gospel is
a new Pentateuch, or that a chiastic structure best represents the heart of Matthew’s
message. For him, Matthew’s main point in the gospel structure is that “the narrative of
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Peter’s confession and the subsequent passion announcement together constitute the basic
turning point or ‘hinge’ in Matthew just as they do in Mark.” 67 So Hare sees the gospel
of Matthew as demonstrating three progressive movements, the climax, occurring at the
end, of course.
Matthew’s Gospel as Two Cycles of Three Stage Progression
Some scholars analyses the gospel as having two cycles of three step
progressions. For example, Michael Green holds for the following structure; 68
The MTSP Structure of the Gospel of Matthew
Part I: In Galilee (Mt 1-13)
A. Beginning (1-7)
B. Discipleship (8-10)
C. Response (11-13)
Part II: To Jerusalem (Mt 14-28)
A. Shadows (14-18)
B. Judgment (19-25)
C. Finale (26-28)
Green observes a symmetrical structure in the Gospel. His main point in analysis of the
gospel is chapter 13, which he thinks is the hinge on which the gospel turns. If Kingsbury
or Bloomberg observe two hinges (4:17; 16:21), Green notices only one (13:57). 69
The main division of the Gospel comes at 13:57. Part I is enacted in
Galilee, Part II in Judea. This verse summarizes Part I and points forward
to Part II. Thus the rejection of Jesus in Galilee prepares us for a greater
rejection in Jerusalem, as Israel turns her back on her rightful king. But
although a prophet is rejected, often enough, in his own country, he is
frequently accepted outside, and this prepares us for the fact that the cross
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and resurrection begin to forge a new people of God among the Gentiles.
There is thus a superb symmetry between the rejection that concludes Part
I and the vindication that brings Part II to an end.
While Green focuses on the center sections according to the chiastic
characteristics, we can observe the progressive arrangement in his analysis. The first half
of the Gospel has a naturally flowing story line. Section A prepares Section B by setting
Jesus in the context of God’s redemptive works in Israel history. Section B demonstrates
the beginning of Jesus’ public ministry of preaching, teaching and healing, while asking
his followers a costly discipleship. Section C naturally follows Section B by showing the
discipleship challenged by Israel, especially by the Pharisees. This first cycle of MTSP
shows a progressive arrangement in three divisions.
The second half of the Gospel also shows the progressive arrangement in three
divisions. Section A is all about the future for the Israel, for the world, and for the
immediate future of Jesus. This leads to Section B, which focuses on judgment. This
judgment starts with relatively less significant issues such as divorce, marriage, and
wealth, but increasingly ends with the predictions of the end. Section C is about new
beginning. The events after Section B lead up to the resurrection of Jesus, and Jesus
replaces the Gospel at the end.
In the case of Eduard Schweizer, he divides the Gospel of Matthew into six
sections. While he does not clearly separate the gospel into two cycles of sections like
Green, his analysis shows two cycles of MTSP structures. His structure of the gospel may
be modified as follows; 70
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(1st Cycle of MTSP)
I. The Coming of Jesus (1:1-4:16)
II. The Messiah: His Message, Ministry, and Disciples (4:17-11:30)
III. Jesus Confronts His Opponents (12:1-16:12)
(2nd Cycle of MTSP)
IV. The Road to the Passion (16:13-20:34)
V. The Days in Jerusalem (21:1-25:46)
VI. The Passion and Resurrection of Jesus (26:1-28:20)
Schwiezer’s analysis can be interpreted from the viewpoint of MTSP. If the first cycle is
focused on Jesus’ ministry in Galilee, the second cycle is centered on Jesus’ passion and
resurrection in Jerusalem. In addition, each cycle is divided into three divisions, which
are arranged progressively according to the development of the storyline.
Ulrich Luz also shows an analysis very similar to Schweizer’s in spite of some
differences in wording each section’s theme and in dividing sections (4:17-21; 16:13-20).
These differences can be neglected without any serious misunderstanding. The
confession of Peter could be the conclusion of Jesus’ ministry in Galilee or a new phase
in Jesus’ ministry. Luz supports the former idea, and his second cycle begins with Jesus’
teaching of his suffering. 71
(1st Cycle of MTSP)
I. Prelude (1:1-4:22)
II. Jesus’ activity in Israel in Word and Deed (4:23-11:30)
III. Jesus withdraws from Israel (12:1-16:20)
(2nd Cycle of MTSP)
IV. Jesus’ Activity in the Church (16:21-20:34)
V. Jesus in Jerusalem (21:1-25:46)
VI. Passion and Easter (26:1-28:20)
Luz understands the gospel of Matthew as a story of conflict between Jesus (the Son of
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God) and the Jewish leaders (Pharisees). 72 This conflict becomes clear after the
confession of Peter: the disciple groups vs. Israel. Therefore, the gospel can be divided
into two sections as a whole after the confession of Peter. This confession brings a new
phase in Jesus’ ministry: prediction of his suffering (i.e., severe conflict). If the first cycle
is about Jesus’ ministry over Israel, the second half is about conflict and results in Jesus’
suffering, death, and resurrection. Therefore, these two cycles also can be explained from
the viewpoint of MTSP.
Conclusion
As we have shown, important Matthean scholars have recognized a three stage
progression in Matthew’s compositions, in his structuring of smaller forms, narratives,
sections of the gospel and even in the overall gospel structure. Certainly all of them
have recognized the triads that are everywhere visible in Matthew’s organization.
As we move to the next part of the chapter we only wish to observe that when it
comes to structuring sections of material, scholars cannot explain why Matthew has done
so, except in the most obvious cases of the steps in Jesus’ own live, passion, death and
resurrection. Even D. A. Allison, the scholar who has written more about the triads in the
Gospel of Matthew than any other scholars, could not clearly explain why Matthew chose
to arrange his material in threes. 73 In the case of Albright, he emphasized the mnemonic
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Davies and Allison, Matthew 1-7, “We have not been able to detect theological meaning in
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function of triads. 74 But his explanation seems less persuasive when we apply this
supposed function to concrete texts, especially to long passages.
With respect to the miracle chapters 8-9, the outline of Matthew’s gospel
narratives by Davies and Allison explain why testing for progressive narrative structure
there has not been done. There the miracles are relegated to ‘narratives in triad’ and not
considered as possibly ordered to support a progression. Since Matthew is known to
structure for progression, and by prominent scholars, there is no reason not to suppose
that for the miracles of Jesus, he would not select the miracle stories to support an ever
growing message to find its climax at the conclusion.
MTSP as a New Tool
As we have observed some possible examples of the MTSP writing technique in
the ancient texts, in the Hellenistic Jewish writings, and in the Biblical writings, those
examples suggest some patterns which help us distinguish it from other writing
techniques in the concrete texts.
(1) Observation One: There must be always three divisions in a MTSP structure.
This observation has a close relationship with the popularity of the number three,
as we have already seen in the excursus. The reason that threeness was used widely in the
ancient times, especially in the Hellenistic Jewish literature seems its symbolism and
effectiveness. 75 According to Aristotle, “a magnitude if divisible one way is a line, if two
ways a surface, and if three a body. Beyond these there is no other magnitude, because
74
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the three dimensions are all that there are, and that which is divisible in three directions is
divisible in all.” 76 Therefore body alone can be complete, because it alone is determined
by the three dimensions.
In the same way, a story, when narrated in a three-division structure, gives readers
the feeling of completeness or fullness that there is no need for any more simplification
or interpolation. On the contrary, two or four divisions will bring the feeling of contrast
or diversity respectively. Therefore, three gives a feeling of a fully-organized structure
with simplicity and strength. This structure is a helpful tool in systematizing a story or
event. By dividing a story unit into three, this structure gives the feeling of
systematization to the story. This may be related with the human being’s tendency of
systematization through threeness. 77 Of course, three sometimes gives other feelings such
as harmony, comprehensiveness, impressiveness, etc. 78 While all these feelings could be
customary or psychological, it can be a really useful tool in human mental life. Therefore,
it is not strange that we meet really many examples of threeness, whether West or East. 79
(2) Observation Two: The three divisions should be arranged progressively.
This rule gives velocity to Observation One. If the first observation emphasizes
the feeling of completeness or fullness through threeness, Observation Two adds the
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feeling of logical or emotional escalation trough three stages. Each division in a MTSP
structure has its own role in the arrangement of the three stages: the beginning, the
middle and the end. These three divisions gather together to form a complete single
message of a MTSP structure, but they are not same in their roles. This escalated
arrangement of the three divisions should be logical in location.
The effect of these three processes in literature is clear: escalation in tension. This
is why Observation Two is very effective in narrating a story; the escalating arrangement
of three divisions gives a dramatic effect to the story. The first division introduces a
theme that will prevail at the MTSP structure, and the second division develops the theme
into the stage of middle, and finally the third division put the theme into the highest state
or conclusion ready to turn the story into a new stage. There is no space for interpolation
or idle section for omission in the MTSP structure. Therefore, the MTSP structure is
complete in theme and dramatic in arrangement.
(3) Observation Three: The three divisions are not always same in amount.
MTSP should have three divisions, but this does not mean that the three units
should always be same in amount. Sometimes one division could be shorter or longer
than other two divisions, according to the necessity of the author. Of course, this does not
mean that the unbalanced division need not follow the logical development or the
escalation of tension. Basically we should be able to see two factors in the structure of the
three divisions: three divisions and progressive arrangement of them.
(4) Observation Four: The MTSP structure can happen in a sentence, paragraph,
unit(s), or whole story.
While it is true that MTSP works very effectively in the narrative structure of a
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story, this structure does not always happen in a big unit of a story; sometimes, it can
happen in a sentence or a short passage. However, if a MTSP passage is short, there is
normally no addition of introduction or summary at the beginning or end or between the
tripartite divisions.
In sum, we may define MTSP as follows: it consists of three divisions and the
three divisions are arranged according to the order of logical development or emotional
escalation in order to give a complete development of a unit, whether it is a sentence,
paragraph, unit, or whole story. Sometimes some different factors are added at the
beginning, middle or end. MTSP is a rhetorical technique that emphasizes the logical
development and escalation in tension.
There will be far more evidence in Matthew if carefully read them from the
viewpoint of MTSP. But with the above examples, it seems enough to prove the existence
of the MTSP writing technique or at least the possibility of its existence. Here we
conclude that MTSP was used widely in the Matthean texts. Upon this reposition, we are
going to analyze Matthew 8-9 from the viewpoint of Matthew’s Three-Stage Progression.
Matthew’s Three Stage Progression in Mt 8-9
Introduction
Thus far in the discussion of the gospel, we have seen that the evangelist Matthew
shows by his redaction and structuring that he is well aware of the narrative
organizational technique we term, MTSP, that is, the arrangement of literary units so
that there is a gradual progression with the third element functioning as a climax. Now
we turn to the question of the arrangement of the miracle stories in Matthew 8-9. As we
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shall illustrate below, the three clusters of miracle stories (8:2-17; 8:23-9:8; 9:18-34)
gradually reveal a greater and greater identity for Jesus to the listener. By the conclusion
of Chapter 9, the listener understands Jesus as Christ and the Son of God with a divine
authority and power that goes beyond his own ability. He heals all diseases and cast out
all unclean spirits as Christ, and has divine authority over the nature and human sins as
the Son of God. In addition, Jesus is not simply a miracle performer; it is clear that Jesus
has the power and authority to bestow these gifts of healing diseases and casting out all
unclean spirits on his disciples, who will go out into the ‘harvest’ as laborers for the
kingdom to heal and cast out demons through their empowerment by Jesus. All these
news about Jesus are spreading more and more throughout that region: “News about him
spread all over Syria (4:24).” Matthew 8-9, along with Matthew 5-7, is the concrete
contents of the inclusio, 4:23-24 and 9:35.
Preliminary Considerations
The structure of Matthew 8-9 has been very controversial among scholars, and
there is no unanimous understanding of the structure. 80 However, if we apply the MTSP
writing technique to the analysis of Matthew 8-9, it is not difficult to explain the structure
and the author’s intentions. Before we analyze Matthew 8-9 from the viewpoint of
MTSP, there are some points that should be articulated.
Three Clusters of Nine Miracle Stories
One salient feature of Matthew 8-9 is that the nine miracle stories are divided into
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three clusters as they are. 81 Unfortunately the relationship between the three clusters of
the miracle stories has never been persuasively articulated. As already seen above in
Chapter Two, some scholars simply have mentioned triadic structures in Matthew 8-9,
and they have not explained why the author used a triadic structure in the concrete
context. 82 It is not persuasive and desirable to insist that the nine miracle stories are
arranged randomly in three divisions because of the author’s favor of threeness. If it is to
be persuasive, a literary explanation should be followed by theological explanation. 83 If
we compare characteristics of these three clusters, we can have some important clues for
the intention of the threefold arrangement. As we will demonstrate below, these three
clusters show the MTSP writing technique of arranging progressively the nine miracle
stories in three clusters.
This understanding enables us to answer such questions as why Matthew
collected nine miracle stories in one place, why he creatively changed the Markan order,
why he abbreviated the miracle stories of Mark so much and used doublets twice in the
gospel (9:27-31 and 20:29-34; 9:32-34 and 12:22-24), etc as we asked in Chapter One
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Introduction. 84 For example, the MTSP writing technique explains why each individual
setting of the nine miracle stories does not matter to Matthew. This point is proven by the
fact that the whole time range of Mt 8-9 is only two days. It is very artificial to narrate
nine miracle stories as occurring within two days; after Matthew 8-9, the miracle stories
become sporadic and the intervals between the miracle stories become relatively longer
(12:9-14; 12:22-24; 14:15-21; 14:22-33; 15:21-28; 15:29-39; 17:1-13; 17:14-21; 20:2934). This collection of nine miracle stories which are abbreviated in the time range and in
the narrative amount does not strengthen historicity of Jesus’ miracle stories as much as
the parallel miracle stories of Mark do. 85 If the author had thought that each miracle
story’s historicity was important, he would not have abbreviated all these nine miracle
stories into such a short span of time of two days, into such a simplified settings and into
such a narrow space of Matthew 8-9 and would not have used two miracle stories twice.
Matthew’s main concern is not historicity or vividness of the miracle stories but a certain
message (i.e., theme) common to each cluster.
Here finding out the main theme common in each cluster is the key to
understanding the structure of Matthew 8-9 and the author’s intention (i.e., theology).
Clearly the intention of Matthew can be found better in the wider structure of three
clusters of nine miracle stories than in the narrow structure of each individual miracle
story as the thematic approaches have done. If three miracle stories of each cluster are
compared carefully as we will do below, we can observe that three clusters contribute to
84
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the development of a certain theme in the storyline. This is why finding the common
theme of each cluster is the most important factor in understanding Matthew 8-9 (i.e., in
finding the intention of the author). This is the key point of this dissertation and will be
discussed in detail below.
Two Intervening Narrative Sets of Pericopae
Certainly as we discuss the placement of the miracle sets in Chapters 8-9, it
will be necessary to discuss and explain the function of those intervening narratives. 86
The treatment of the chapters has to be as inclusive as the evangelist organized them. Let
us recall here that isolating the three sets of miracle stories away from these intervening
narratives, or connecting narratives, deprives the interpretation of their controls, 87for
surely, just as the evangelist selected the order of the miracle stories with purpose, so too
he selected those pericopae which would follow one set and precede the next. Scholars
seemed to have regarded these narratives as only functioning to separate the clusters, and
so discussion of them has not featured in the analysis of the placement of the miracle
stories in relation to each other, in sets and the relationship of the sets to the context. . 88
Thus the role of the two sets of intervening narratives in Matthew 8-9 cannot be
bypassed. In the dissertation their function will be made clear.
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The Structure of Matthew 8-9
Through the preliminary considerations, we can appreciate the structural
importance of three clusters of nine miracle stories with two intervening pericopae in
understanding Matthew 8-9. In this dissertation, we will use the following structure
which is modified from the structure supported by other scholars such as Meier, Davies
and Allison, Wainwright, etc. 89
The MTSP Structure of Matthew 8-9
I. The First Cluster (Matthew 8:2-17): “Jesus, the Merciful Healing
Messiah”
A. The Healing of the Leper (Matt 8:1-4)
B. The Healing of the Centurion’s Servant (Matt 8:5-13)
C. The Healing of Peter’s Mother-in-Law (Matt 8:14- 15)
* Conclusion: Matt 8:16-17
* The First Intervening Pericipae (8:18-22): The Costs of Discipleship
a. The Son of Man has no place to lay his head (8:18-20)
b. Let the Dead bury their own dead (8:21-22)
II. The Second Cluster (Matthew 8:23-9:8): “Jesus, the Divine Being”
A. The Calming of the Storm (Matt 8:23-27)
B. The Healing of Demoniacs (Matt 8:28-34)
C. The Healing of the Paralytic (Matt 9:1-8)
* The Second Intervening Pericopae (9:9-13): Unconventional Jesus as
Master of Discipleship
a. I have come to call sinners (9:9-13)
b. New wine into new wineskins (9:14-17)
III. The Third Cluster (Matthew 9:18-34): “The Spread of Jesus’ Fame”
A. A Daughter and A Woman (Matt 9:18-26)
B. The Healing of Two Blind Men (Matt 9:27-31)
C. The Healing of a Demoniac who was Mute (Matt 9:32-34)
89
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* Conclusion of Matthew 8-9 (9:35)
Using this MTSP structure, we will analyze the three clusters of Matthew 8-9 to
find out their relationship. After examining each cluster’s common theme and MTSP
structure of each cluster, we will synthesize how the three clusters make a MTSP
structure and what Matthew intends in Matthew 8-9.

CHAPTER FOUR
MTSP IN THE FIRST CLUSTER
The Main Theme
As it is generally accepted, the theme of the first cluster of Matthew 8-9 is
relatively easy to establish since the evangelist supplies it as its conclusion (8:16-17):
Jesus, the Merciful Healing Messiah. Matthew 8:2-17 describes three typical healing
stories of Jesus as the promised Messiah.1 For example, Held comments;2
In the composition of Matt. 8.2-17 Matthew proves himself to be an
outstanding systematiser. It presents itself as a well-thought-out whole.
After three individual examples there follows a generalizing summary of
the miraculous activity of Jesus, the theological interpretation of which is
stated at the close.
Held observes Matthew’s conclusion (i.e., theological interpretation) of the three miracle
stories of the first cluster in the summary (8:16-17). Depending on this conclusion, we
can say that this first cluster consists of three representing healing stories that are
supposed to be performed by the messianic agent: “He took up our infirmities (ἀσθενεία)
and carried our diseases (νόσος) (8:17).” It is generally agreed that this verse was quoted
from Isa 53:4,3 but the author of Matthew does not render the text exactly same with the
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OT. If the suffering in Isa 53:4 is the servant’s vicarious and mental one, the suffering in
Mt 8:17 is Israel’s physical one which will be removed by the messianic agent. What is
important here is that the author interprets that healing diseases is the role of the
messianic agent.4 While Jesus is supposed to fulfill two things (taking up our infirmities
and carrying our diseases) as the promised Messiah, the difference between ‘infirmity’
and ‘disease’ is not clear. It seems correct to say that they are synonymous rather than of
two different categories.5 Jesus heals all kinds of diseases as the fulfillment of the
prophecy.
Jesus’ authority as the healing Messiah is proven by Matthew’s redaction of the
Markan text that ‘many (πολλύς)’ were brought to Jesus and he healed ‘all (πάντας)’ of
them (8:16). The Markan text gives the impression that Jesus could not heal some
diseases by saying that ‘the whole town (ὅλη ἡ πόλις)’ gathered and Jesus healed ‘many
(πολλούς) diseases’ and drove out ‘many demons (δαιμόνια πολλὰ)’ in Mark 1:34. But
the Matthean text declares Jesus’ authority over all diseases by describing Jesus to heal
‘all diseases (πάντας).’6 To the author of Matthew, there is no disease that Jesus cannot
heal. Healing all diseases is one important role of the messianic agent along with teaching
and preaching.
3
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However, Jesus’ healing activity is not a stereotyped one. Jesus heals not only
with full authority but also with mercy. Matthew identifies Jesus as the suffering servant
in Isa 52:13-53:12.7 The suffering servant carries Israel’ physical infirmities caused by
sins through his suffering and death. Likewise, Jesus’ healing in Matthew is related with
forgiveness of sins (Matt 9:1-8), and that corresponds with the purpose of Jesus’ coming
(Matt 1:21).8 Healing is Jesus’ redemptive activity, which will be completed through his
death on the cross. The completion will bring forgiveness of sins (26:28) and therefore
end of infirmities.9 Jesus’ redemptive activity is based upon mercy.
By associating the servant motif with the ministry of miracles, Matthew
shows us that Jesus’ healings are ‘to be understood as a work of his
obedience and his humiliation. The miracles flow from Jesus’ meekness
and mercy; his task is not grand or glorious or in any way self-serving.
Rather, his portion is with lepers and demoniacs, and he identifies himself
with humanity in its suffering.10
Thus, when Jesus heals every disease he encounters with, mercy is at the basis of
his healing ministry. The first cluster illustrates Jesus’ merciful healing. In the first
miracle story, Jesus touches a leper out of mercy, even though it is unnecessary for the
healing. Jesus puts mercy over the law. Clean or Unclean is not so important to Jesus as
mercy. In the second story, Jesus’ mercy is not limited to the Jews. Jesus is willing to
visit a centurion’s house to heal his servant out of mercy. Although a centurion is not
welcomed to Israel as a member of the conquest forces, Jesus is not hesitant in helping
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him. In the third story, Jesus heals a marginalized woman in a bed, although healing is
not requested. Jesus’ mercy does not require any eager request or pre-condition. He feels
compassion to everyone, whether marginalized or not. All those examples demonstrate
Jesus as the merciful healing Messiah.11
This first cluster holds an important place in the gospel, since it directly follows on
the first major speech of the Matthean gospel: The Sermon on the Mount (Matt 5-7). Here
Matthew has taken pains to redact the material of his sources to make it plain that Jesus is
a faithful Jew, and that “until heaven and earth pass away, not one letter, not one stroke
of a letter, will pass from the Law until all is accomplished” (Matt 5:17b). It is
significant then that the evangelist has moved Mark’s story of the healing of the leper
from its position as the third miracle of that gospel (1:40-45), into the first place, so that
the first miracle of Jesus’ public life is to touch a leper ( Matt 8:1-4); the second, to
extend to a centurion, a Gentile, a member of the occupational forces, in a life that has a
reputation as anything but pure (Matt 8: 5-13); the third, to a small, quiet and private
miracle, far away from crowds , and extended to an old feverish woman. Thus this first
cluster of miracles shows that Jesus meets with people in need with attention to their own
misery, and despite his very devout adherence to the Torah, places mercy ahead of
observance and certainly ahead of any public esteem. The evangelist makes this point,
and shows Jesus as the merciful and healing Messiah in the summary to this collection,
and its interpretation, as we shall see:
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Matthew 8:17-18: That evening they brought to him many who were
possessed with demons and he cast out the spirits with a word, and cured
all who were sick. This was to fulfill what had been spoken through the
prophet Isaiah, “He took our infirmities and bore our diseases” [Isa
53:4].12
The First Cluster (8:1-17): “Jesus, the Merciful Healing Messiah”
The author does not simply arrange the three miracle stories of the first cluster in
random to emphasize Jesus’ mercy as the healing Messiah. Through the progressive
arrangement of the three miracle stories, the author maximizes the effect of dramatizing
Jesus’ mercy. In this cluster, we will examine how the common theme of mercy is
arranged progressively in the first three miracle stories.
The First Stage: Mercy over the Law in Matthew 8:1-4
1

Kataba,ntoj de. auvtou/ avpo. tou/ o;rouj hvkolou,qhsan auvtw/| o;cloi polloi,Å 2kai. ivdou.
lepro.j proselqw.n proseku,nei auvtw/| le,gwn( Ku,rie( eva.n qe,lh|j du,nasai, me kaqari,saiÅ
3
kai. evktei,naj th.n cei/ra h[yato auvtou/ le,gwn( Qe,lw( kaqari,sqhti\ kai. euvqe,wj
evkaqari,sqh auvtou/ h` le,praÅ 4kai. le,gei auvtw/| o` VIhsou/j( {Ora mhdeni. ei;ph|j( avlla. u[page
seauto.n dei/xon tw/| i`erei/ kai. prose,negkon to. dw/ron o] prose,taxen Mwu?sh/j( eivj
martu,rion auvtoi/jÅ
¹ When Jesus had come down from the mountain, great crowds followed him;
and there was a leper who came to him and knelt before him, saying, “Lord, if you
choose, you can make me clean.” 3He stretched out his hand and touched him, saying, “I
do choose. Be made clean!” Immediately his leprosy was cleansed. 4Then Jesus said to
him, “See that you say nothing to anyone; but go, show yourself to the priest, and offer
the gift that Moses commanded, as a testimony to them.”
2

Introduction
Through the first miracle story, the author emphasizes Jesus’ faithfulness to the
law by ordering the leper to offer the gifts Moses ordered (8:4).13 This story is closely
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related with Jesus’ teaching in the Sermon on the Mount, especially with 5:17-20, which
describes that Jesus has not come to abolish the Law or the prophets but to fulfill them.
Those who listened to Jesus’ purpose to come on the mount now have the idea that
anyone who breaks one of the least of the law is not welcomed in the kingdom of the
heaven (5:19), and they witness how Jesus himself is faithful to the law through the
example of the leper: “See that you do not tell anyone. But go, show yourself to the priest
and offer the gift Moses commanded, as a testimony to them (8:4).” Because of this
connectivity to the Sermon on the Mount, this story has its proper place as the first story
of the miracle chapters, following directly the Sermon on the Mount.14
However, Jesus does not simply stick to the law. To him, mercy is more important
than the law. Jesus does not hesitate to touch the leper, even though it makes Jesus
ritually unclean. His touch is not out of necessity, but strictly out of mercy. This helps
listeners remember that mercy takes the primary place in Jesus’ messianic mission.15 This
illustrates that Jesus puts mercy over the law.16
As the first miracle story after the Sermon on the Mount (Matt 5-7), this story
plays some important roles. This story illustrates how Jesus puts mercy over the laws.
Transition
Mt 8:1 ¹Kataba,ntoj de. auvtou/ avpo. tou/ o;rouj hvkolou,qhsan auvtw/| o;cloi polloi, (When
Jesus had come down from the mountain, great crowds followed him).
14

Gundry, Matthew, 138.
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Matthew omits Jesus’ compassion (‘splagcnisqei.j’) in Mark 1:41. While this weakens the
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The author shows that Jesus finishes one side of his ministry by descending the
mountain, which he ascended for teaching at the beginning of the Sermon on the Mount
(5:1).17 Now the story is turning to a new stage in which Jesus will demonstrate another
side of his ministry: healing as the author already prescribed in 4:23. The same crowd
who listened to Jesus’ teaching will soon witness his miraculous deeds in the following
two chapters. In this sense, this verse is a transition from Jesus’ sayings to Jesus’ deeds
rather than a setting for the first miracle story.18 Now that Jesus has demonstrated his
authority over teaching to the surprise of the crowds, he will show his authority of
healing ‘every disease and sickness (pa/san no,son kai. pa/san malaki,an)’ as in 4:23.19
The ‘large crowd (ὄχλοι πολλοι)’ follows Jesus when he comes down from the
mountain. The phrase ‘large crowd’ is always used in favor of Jesus in the Matthean
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context (4:25; 8:1; 8:18; 13:2; 15:30).20 Here Matthew creates a faithful audience for the
healing miracles (8:1, 18; 9:8, 23, 25, 33), and here then the same crowds that heard his
sermon, now see how mercy takes precedence. They do not just follow Jesus, but remain
positive to Jesus’ miracles during the miracle chapters. The multitude of the crowds
shows the popularity of Jesus’ teaching and makes Jesus the focal point of the following
story.21 Because they are amazed at Jesus’ teaching, they begin to follow Jesus (4:25).
Jesus’ Encounter of a Leper
Mt 8:2: 2kai. ivdou. lepro.j proselqw.n proseku,nei auvtw/| le,gwn( Ku,rie( eva.n qe,lh|j du,nasai,
me kaqari,sai ai. ivdou. lepro.j proselqw.n proseku,nei auvtw/| le,gwn( Ku,rie( eva.n qe,lh|j
du,nasai, me kaqari,sai (and there was a leper who came to him and knelt before him,
saying, “Lord, if you choose, you can make me clean”).
Mk 1:40 Kai. e;rcetai pro.j auvto.n lepro.j parakalw/n auvto.n Îkai. gonupetw/nÐ kai. le,gwn
auvtw/| o[ti VEa.n qe,lh|j du,nasai, me kaqari,saiÅ (A leper came to him begging him, and
kneeling he said to him, "If you choose, you can make me clean.")
The healing story of a leper begins with ‘look (ἰδοὺ),’ a common custom of
Matthew’s writing tool turning our attention directly to the next topic without any
introductory details.22 Of course, the important thing that is going to happen is the
encounter of Jesus with the leper. Unlike Mark, the leper shows respect and homage to
Jesus from the beginning.
Comparison of Mark and Matthew
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Mark 1:40 Kai. e;rcetai pro.j auvto.n lepro.j parakalw/n auvto.n Îkai.
gonupetw/nÐ kai. le,gwn auvtw/|
Matthew 8:2 kai. ivdou. lepro.j proselqw.n proseku,nei auvtw/| le,gwn(
First, the threefold repetition of πρός in this verse (proselqw.n - proseku,nei auvtw/|) emphasizes the attraction which Jesus showed in the Sermon on the Mount.23 Jesus
gave confidence to the hopeless leper, and Jesus is the only person who can free him
from his misery. He has confidence about Jesus’ power of curing leprosy, and even the
strict prohibition of the Law cannot prevent him from coming close to Jesus within the
distance of an arm (cf. Lev 13:45-46). This threefold repetition of ‘the close approach to
Jesus’ is based upon the leper’s respect and confidence to Jesus as the messianic agent.
Second, the leper came to prostrate himself (προσκυνέιν) in front of Jesus. The
word ‘προσκυνέιν,’ which is a Matthean word meaning ‘kneel down before, worship,’ is
frequently used in the gospel of Matthew.24 While there are different understandings
between scholars in translating this word,25 it is clear that this word represents the leper’s
respect for Jesus. Thus we can say that Matthew judged that the leper should, like other
petitioners, prostrate himself in asking for a miracle. The leper already knows that Jesus
has the power to heal his leprosy. But he is not sure if Jesus has the will to heal a leper
like him. Thus the leper does not make a petition but a confident statement: “Lord, if you
23
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are willing, you can make me clean.”
Third, the respect of the leper to Jesus is emphasized again with his calling of
Jesus as ‘Lord.’ It is Matthew’s custom to insert this title onto Markan stories where it is
absent, as it is absent from this Markan story.26 The leper calls Jesus as ‘Lord,’ presuming
the sovereign authority of Jesus: “Lord, if you will, you can make me clean” (8:2). This
designation has the same theological problem with ‘προσκυνέω.’ Some scholars
understand this calling as the expression of respect (i.e., an honorific address),27 but
others go further by interpreting it as the confession of faith to Jesus as the object of
worship.28 While it is true that this title “does not appear on the lips of outsiders and is
not simply polite speech,”29 the verse “if you will” does not necessarily infer Jesus’
divinity.30 The leper must have been confident about Jesus’ ability to heal his leprosy.
But curing leprosy does not necessarily mean deity; some prophets of OT cured leprosy.
In this sense, the term “Lord” seems to be used as “a confession of faith in Jesus as God’s
messianic agent but not necessarily a belief in Jesus’ deity.”31 While Jesus also does not
ascribe the miracle to God but to his own authority in the next verse, the context does not
clearly mention Jesus’ deity. Then, is seems exaggeration to say that the leper thinks
26
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Jesus divine. This expression anticipates Jesus’ deity with clearer description in the next
cluster of three miracles.32
Fourth, the leper does not petition; instead, he makes a statement: “If you will,
you can make me clean.” This is another continuing expression of the leper’s faith to
Jesus.33 Many scholars interpret this statement as describing the leper’s faith to Jesus’
power, but this does not explain enough the other side of this statement: “There might be
the ability without the will, or the will without the ability, but his hope was that in Christ
there would be the combination of both, and all that was needed for that, in his
estimation, was the will.”34 This statement is asking Jesus’ willingness based upon the
faith to his ability.
The Leper’s Request of Healing
Mk 1:41-42 41kai. splagcnisqei.j evktei,naj th.n cei/ra auvtou/ h[yato kai. le,gei auvtw/(|
Qe,lw( kaqari,sqhti\ 42kai. euvqu.j avph/lqen avpV auvtou/ h` le,pra( kai. evkaqari,sqhÅ (41Moved
with pity, Jesus stretched out his hand and touched him, and said to him, "I do choose. Be
made clean!" 42Immediately the leprosy left him, and he was made clean.)
Mt 8:3: kai. evktei,naj th.n cei/ra h[yato auvtou/ le,gwn( Qe,lw( kaqari,sqhti\ kai. euvqe,wj
evkaqari,sqh auvtou/ h` le,pra (He stretched out his hand and touched him, saying, “I do
choose. Be made clean!” Immediately his leprosy was cleansed).
This verse begins with the omission of ‘moved with pity (splagcnisqei.j)’ in
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Mark 1:41. This omission is surprising, because Matthew uses this expression elsewhere
(9:36; 14:14; 15:32; 18:27; 20:34). Some scholars explain this omission from the textual
disagreement of Mark 1:41: σπλαγχνίζομαι vs. ỏργισθείς.35 Because Matthew has the
tendency of omitting negative expressions about Jesus contrary to Mark, Matthew’s
source could have contained Jesus’ anger rather than pity as seen in Codex Bezae, which
is an important witness to Western texts.
Cave lists two reasons for this understanding:36 (1) there is more possibility for
ỏργισθείς to become σπλαγχνίζομαι later, and not vice versa, (2) Luke also does not have
the word, which supports the originality of ỏργισθείς. But this does not necessarily mean
that “none of the miracles results from the compassion of Jesus except Lk7:11-17.”37 This
understanding does not support 9:36, which explains why Jesus travels all the regions
teaching, preaching and healing: Jesus’ compassion for the crowd.
The issue in interpreting Mark 1:41, then, is the answer to what is the object of
Jesus’ anger. Jesus’ anger might be against the priests who would not accept Jesus’
authority or against the leper who challenges Jesus’ willingness. Whatever the object may
be, the author of Matthew omitted the word. But this does not mean that Jesus was not
moved with pity. The omission of Jesus’ anger shows the author’s intention about Jesus’
pity as probably “the earliest copyist [of Mark] piously replaced ỏργισθείς with
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σπλαγχνίζομαι.”38 This pity is more clearly expressed in Jesus’ touching of the leper as
we will explain next. At the same time, it would not be missed by anyone that the fact
that Jesus could extend his hand and touch the man, shows that the man is so very close
and it is shocking (Lev 14:45-46). Yet this did not make Jesus jump back, but rather
accept the man and heal him.
In many cases, touching is shown not necessary to Jesus’ healing as seen in the
cures of the Centurion’s servant (8:5-13), Peter’s mother-in-law (1:29-31), two demonpossessed men (8:28-34), a paralytic (9:1-8). But Jesus not rarely makes physical contacts
with the leper (8:2-4), the hand of Peter’s mother-in-law (8:15), the hand of the dead girl
(9:18-26) and the eyes of the two blind men (9:29; 20:34). Of course, we can also see
some examples of the patients’ touching of Jesus (Mt 8:15; 9:20-21; 29; 14:36).
Touching of a leper is a violation of the Law, and will cause him unclean
according to Lev 5:3. There are three main streams in interpreting this touch: (1) Jesus’
behavior expressing his willingness to help the leper unconditionally back into the
community (conflict theory),39 (2) Jesus’ supreme authority over the Law,40 and (3) a
gesture of healing showing Jesus’ mercy.41
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(1) Conflict theory
The first main interpretation is based upon conflict theory. As they interpret the
leper’s statement as a ‘request for help,’ they also interpret Jesus’ statement as Jesus’
willingness to break the Law and help the leper, even though touch of the leper brings
uncleanness to Jesus. Using Waagenvoort’s comment that ‘the first purpose of the
touching was to strengthen the people who were physically or mentally weaker,’42 he
emphasizes Jesus’ unconditional willingness to help the leper come back to his previous
community.43
Cave also emphasizes the leper’s ritual cleanliness by Jesus’ touch. He interprets
καθαριζειν as meaning ‘to declare clean’ rather than ‘to heal,’ following Johannes
Weiss.44 Thus he thinks that the leper understands Jesus as a teacher who can declare
cleanness of the leper, and Jesus actually cleans the leper according to his request. This
cleansing is contrary to the Torah, because Jesus is not a priest. But this is not the case to
Cave. He uses Damascus Document and Mishnah Tractate Negaim to show how Jesus
can declare the decision. According to him, pronouncement of cleanness is the priest’s
prerogative, while the inspection of leprosy can be done by other people.45 After
cleansing the leper, Jesus let him to fulfill the Law by sending him to the priest for
declaration. To Cave, this miracle story is the story of Jesus’ miraculous cleansing of a
leper.
42
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Vledder also observes Jesus’ willingness in Jesus’ touch. To him, there are two
reasons that Jesus ignores the Law and touches the leper.46 First, this healing behavior
demonstrates Jesus’ power over leprosy. Jesus’ ceremonial uncleanness is unthinkable in
the context of this passage. Second, Jesus shows his willingness to help the weak
unconditionally so that he may return back to his community. Thus his purpose of
touching is not only healing the leper but also cleansing him acceptable ritually to the
community. While we can observe Jesus’ pity in his willingness to ‘act on behalf of the
leper’, Vledder’s main concern is Jesus’ challenge to the priest system. But it is doubtful
if Jesus touched to challenge the priest system.
The problem of this approach is that it focuses mainly on the conflict between
Jesus and the priest. Actually this kind of conflict cannot be found until Chapter 11. In
this story, Jesus does not take any hostile attitude toward the priest.
(2) Jesus’ authority over the law
The second main interpretation focuses on Jesus as a Holy One of God who is
free from any uncleanness. It must be a shocking paradox if Jesus himself is defiled by
touch, although he let the leper fulfill the Law after healing. Wojciechowski tries to solve
this problem by interpreting that touching reveals Jesus as “Holy One of God.”47
Touching the leper Jesus was conscious of his special holiness and power
in the sacral sphere. He was so close to God that his touch could cleanse
even the worst impurity. The touching of the leper seems to be a symbolic
act, an act of purification and an act revealing Jesus as the “Holy One of
God.”
The unnecessary behavior of touch actually demonstrates Jesus’ divinity as a symbolic
46
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act because his touch of the leper cannot defile Jesus contrary to the Law (Lev 5:3). If the
author thought that the touch can cause Jesus unclean, he would not make Jesus touch the
leper in the text. Instead, he thinks that this reveals the author’s notion that Jesus’
authority is above the Law.
Kazmierski also has a similar interpretation. According to him, touching is “a sign
that Jesus is indeed the ‘Holy One of God,’ who can overcome the unclean spirits.”48 The
leper’s request is what Jesus cannot do because he is not a priest. Kazmierski observes
Jesus’ willingness to ‘break the official boundaries’ and ‘to accept the leper into
community’ like the first main interpretation as seen above. But he goes further. He also
observes a divine character of Jesus when his touching of the leper causes leprosy to
leave and therefore makes him clean. To him, Jesus himself is the Holy One of God who
cannot be defiled into uncleanness.
Warrington does not perfectly deny the possibility of interpreting Jesus’ touching
of the leper as his expression of compassion to the leper. But to him, it is more probable
that Jesus touches the leper on purpose in order to ‘establish his authority.’ Leprosy
contaminates everyone who makes contact with it. However, Jesus cannot be
contaminated because “his status is such that he could re-interpret the Law.”49 The
purpose of Jesus’ touching is to allow the leper to join the community again; “Jesus
affirms him as a person, empowers him, speaks with him and eventually confirms his
faith.”50
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Guelich also observes Jesus’ touching as equivalent to the work of God himself.51
Because Jesus’ healing power through touch is overwhelming, the possibility of leprosy’s
defilement of Jesus does not matter at all. This overwhelming power is more than the
messianic expectation. He supports this notion with the Judaic understanding that “God
alone can heal the leper or raise the dead.”52
However, the problem of this approach is that it is an exaggeration to link touch
with divinity. Simply the text does not support this reading. Referring to Son of God in
the story is out of the context.
(3) A gesture of healing
Many scholars observe Jesus’ pity to the leper when he touches him. The reason
that Jesus touches the unclean leper is because he places pity over the Law. Jesus’
purpose to come to this world is to fulfill the Law (5:17). To emphasize this, the author
locates this miracle story at the beginning of the miracle chapters 8-9. In this miracle
story, Jesus orders the leper to give the gifts of the Law to the priest when he cast out the
leper. This shows Jesus’ faithfulness to the Law. However, Jesus touches the leper when
he heals the leper. This is the violation of the Law (Lev 5:3), and Jesus must know it. But
Jesus responds to the leper’s approach which is a break of the prohibition of the Law after
another break of the leper by approaching closely to Jesus. Jesus’ merciful response is
well expressed in the parallel between the approach of the leper (8:2) and the response of

50

Ibid., 36.

51

Guelich, Mark 1-8:26, 74.

52

Ibid., 74.

179
Jesus (8:3).53
proselqw.n
evktei,naj th.n cei/ra

-- proseku,nei auvtw/|
-- h[yato auvtou/54

-- le,gwn(
-- le,gwn(

This threefold parallel shows Jesus’ exactly same contrasting responses to the lepers’
respect and hope. When the leper comes to Jesus, Jesus stretches out his hand; as a result,
there is no supposed distance between Jesus and the leper. When the leper kneels down
before, Jesus touches him; Jesus shows pity to the leper’s respect and confidence. When
the leper asks Jesus’ willingness to cleanse him, Jesus answers his willingness to cleanse
the leper with the exactly same word order ( eva.n qe,lh|j du,nasai, me kaqari,sai // Qe,lw(
kaqari,sqhti). This repletion of the leper’s request shows Jesus’ strong will to perform the
leper’s hope.
Kingsbury also observes Jesus’ pity in this verse. To him, ‘stretching out his
hand’ is a symbolic motion to perform his power, and ‘touching’ is mediation of the
power to cure the leper.55 Here Kingsbury does not see any possibility of ceremonial
uncleanness. The text does not give any hint about this uncleanness; this touching
behavior is an appropriate act to the healing Messiah as seen in several examples such as
8:15; 9:25, 29; 20:34. In addition, Jesus’ touch always brings ‘weal’ and not ‘woe’ (8:15;
9:25; 14:31; 19:15; 20:34). Kingsbury also proves Jesus’ mercy in Jesus’ appropriation of
the words of the leper in giving reply to him. According to him, Jesus’ response to the
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leper can be interpreted as merciful in character.56
Bruner also see Jesus’ love in his touching of the leper who has never been
friendly touched intentionally since his contamination of leprosy. To him, the fact that
Jesus reached out with his hand and touched the leper explains in the easiest way the
purpose of all Jesus’ miracles: mercy (or love).57
Here is a man who since first becoming ill has never been touched. Few
acts would affect this constantly shunned leper like this man’s touching
him. And in that touch we have God’s identifying love. It is the gospel that
God through his Son Jesus touches us, enters even physically into our
lives, and makes us his.
Jesus heals the leper within the distance of the arm by touching him. To Bruner, Jesus’
saying “I will. Be cleansed” is just a double confirmation that Jesus communicates his
pity by contact and identifies himself with the leper.
Leiva-Merikakis also observes ‘truly divine mercy and condescension’ in this
verse. When the leper kneels down before Jesus as a sign of respect, Jesus does not reject
his veneration but responds with the gesture of stretching out his hand and touching the
leper. Nobody will touch a leper if a touch is believed to cause him contagious. Jesus
does not separate himself from human misery, and comes down from the mountain to
meet a leper who lives like a dead (Lev 13:45f). While all human beings try to escape
from him, only Jesus approaches him and touches him. “Jesus accompanies his assenting
will with an assenting Heart, eager to embrace and communicate life intimately, fully, in
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body as well as in spirit.”58
In sum, the touch of Jesus is not necessary in healing the leper, and Matthew
could have removed it from the Markan story if he thought it would be unfitting for a
Torah observant Jesus. But he has kept it and shows the crowds who have listened to his
teachings on faithfulness to Torah, that the man is more important than observance of the
Torah. This verse shows that Jesus places mercy over observance of the Law.59 The Law
is for human beings, not for the sake of itself. Jesus’ new revolutionary teaching about
the Law (5:17-48) in the Sermon on the Mount demonstrates the importance of mercy.
Anyone who is angry to his brother and calls him ‘fool’ is subject to judgment. Love of
our neighbors should be extended to the love of enemies. The leper is isolated from the
society, and he has little hope for cure.60 Jesus has compassion to this leper, and does not
hesitate touching the unclean person in spite of the violation of the Law. The phrase, “his
leprosy was cleansed” again reminds us of Leviticus 13-14 and the context of this
situation which is one that concerns the expectations of the Law concerning those with
leprosy.
Jesus’ Commandment
Mk 1:44: kai. le,gei auvtw/(| {Ora mhdeni. mhde.n ei;ph|j( avlla. u[page seauto.n dei/xon tw/|
i`erei/ kai. prose,negke peri. tou/ kaqarismou/ sou a] prose,taxen Mwu?sh/j( eivj martu,rion
auvtoi/j (saying to him, "See that you say nothing to anyone; but go, show yourself to the
priest, and offer for your cleansing what Moses commanded, as a testimony to them").
Mt 8:4: kai. le,gei auvtw/| o` VIhsou/j( {Ora mhdeni. ei;ph|j( avlla. u[page seauto.n dei/xon tw/|
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i`erei/ kai. prose,negkon to. dw/ron o] prose,taxen Mwu?sh/j( eivj martu,rion auvtoi/j (Then
Jesus said to him, “See that you say nothing to anyone; but go, show yourself to the
priest, and offer the gift that Moses commanded, as a testimony to them”).
After healing the leper, Jesus’ first command is “Ora mhdeni. ei;ph|j .” Some
scholars link this to the messianic secret of Mark.61 For example, Hagner understands the
messianic secret as historically authentic, even though Matthew is less interested in it
than Mark: “Jesus desires simply to avoid inflaming popular, but mistaken, messianic
expectations that looked for an immediate national-political deliverance.”62 But this
explanation is not satisfactory. First of all, it is difficult to apply this theory to all
prohibition passages, because each case has a different context.63 This means that there is
no one messianic theme unified through any Gospel and the theory of messianic secret
cannot be applied mechanically to all cases. Second, if Jesus does not want to reveal his
identity in the text, it is difficult to find any reason why he let the leper go to the priest for
the gift of Moses. When the leper bears witness to Jesus’ healing, Jesus’ identity will be
revealed. This interpretation does not make harmony with “as a testimony to (or against)
them.” Third, Matthew omitted Mk1:45, which shows a routine pattern of ‘prohibition of
Jesus but spread of the news by the recipient.’ This omission does not explain well why
there is no response of the leper about the prohibition.64 Fourth, Matthew does not hide
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Jesus’ identity as does Mark.65 In the miracle story of healing a paralytic (9:1-8), Jesus
even proclaims before the crowd that he has the authority of forgiving sins. This
revelation proclaims that Jesus is divine, as we will discuss later. Finally, the last issue is
whether the crowd was with Jesus when he healed the leper.66 If there was a crowd,
Jesus’ command for silence seems absurd.67 But it seems correct to think that there was a
crowd with Jesus because the crowd in 8:1 continues to follow Jesus until the end of the
miracle chapters, and even still Jesus’ death on the cross. Thus, Jesus’ command of
silence seems not related with the messianic secret.
This passage seems to be related with Jesus’ faithfulness to the Law (5:17). The
leper came to Jesus with the confidence that he can heal his leprosy, and Jesus makes the
leper’s hope become real. Now before Jesus tells him to go to the priest for the witness,
he orders the leper to tell to nobody (not ‘nothing’).
Mk 1:44

Ora mhdeni. mhde.n ei;ph|j

Mt 8:4

Ora mhdeni. ei;ph|j

Gundry explains that mhde.n is omitted to “avoid two forms of the same word in
succession (so Luke).”68 But the case of each word is different: dative vs. accusative. If
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Mark emphasizes “telling nothing (i.e., the messianic secret) to nobody (even not to the
priest),” Matthew’s redaction implicates that “you should tell the news to nobody except
the priest” as a witness of Jesus’ miracle by omitting mhde.n. According to the Law, the
leper is supposed not to approach anyone until he is proclaimed clean by the priest. Thus
he should go to the priest first. This sentence shows Jesus’ faithfulness to the Law along
with the next threefold order (go... show…offer).
The threefold order of Jesus to the leper is also interpreted variously. Why does
Jesus send the leper to the priest? The text says that it was ‘as a testimony for them (eivj
martu,rion auvtoi/j).’ According to France, there are three main interpretations about this
command:69 1) this act will give public proof that the leper is cured and may return into
society,70 2) it will prove to the (presumably already hostile) priests that Jesus respects
the Old Testament law (5:17) and thus has no intention to challenge the religious
system,71 3) it is a witness to Jesus’ Messianic mission, as the conqueror of disease
(11:5).72
The first possibility is acceptable in that the leper will not be publicly isolated any
more after the declaration of the priest as being clean. Then, the people in ‘as a testimony
for them’ are the Israel populace, and they will accept the leper as clean and approachable
when they see the priest declare the leper’s cleanness. While this interpretation goes
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smooth with the verse, it is a narrow and partial interpretation in that it does not explain
enough about Jesus’ side. If Jesus just wants only this, he does not need to command
silence to the leper. Everybody should know that the leper is clean. In addition, the final
goal of Jesus’ healing ministry is not making people live according to the Law. Jesus has
come to proclaim the coming of the heavenly kingdom. Thus this interpretation is not
enough in understanding the author’s intention.
This second possibility does not make sense in that the priests are not Jesus’
enemies yet in the context. In addition, Jesus does not need any social or political support
from the priests. Vledder understands Jesus’ command, on the one hand, as “in order to
take him back into his community,”73 and, on the other hand, as “Jesus’ challenge to the
priests to recognize the weak and Jesus who healed the leper.”74 It seems not correct to
find any conflict theme in this story; it is too early to read conflict at the present stage. He
reads too much into the text.
The third possibility seems plausible. Healing of leprosy was thought to be
impossible to the ancient people. The role of the priest is not healing the leprosy, but
pronouncing the uncleanness after occurrence and the cleanness after healing. Some
Jewish writings also support this notion. Leprosy comes from God, and it is only God
who can heal it.75 If there is anyone who can heal the leprosy, he must be the messianic
agent that God sends. It is clear to the listener that Jesus is the Messianic agent who is
sent by God.
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An alternative explanation is that Jesus is willing to fulfill the Law;76 in the
Sermon on the Mount Jesus explained that he had come to fulfill and not to abolish the
Law. While he broke the Law by touching a leper, it was inescapable because he places
mercy over the Law. In addition, he orders the leper to offer Moses’ gift to the priest
according to Lev 13-14.77 But that is not the only reason for this threefold command. At
the same time, Jesus wants people to know that leprosy is healed. There is no theme of
the messianic secret in this passage. The crowd will bear witness to Jesus’ healing of
leprosy. In addition, the priest will confirm officially that Jesus healed the leprosy by
proclaiming the leper’s cleanness.
If the main purpose of Jesus’ command is his faithfulness to the Law, then the
meaning of the disputative phrase “as a testimony to (or against) them (eivj martu,rion
auvtoi/j)” also becomes clear. There have been two issues on dispute in this phrase:78 (1)
how to interpret the dative (auvtoi/j): ‘to’ or ‘against’, (2) who are they: people or the
priest? Of course, the core question is who they are. If they are the Israel populace, the
testimony will be ‘to them’; on the contrary, if they are the priests, the testimony will be
‘against them.’
Those scholars who support the negative interpretation take several points as their
proofs. For example, Broadhead approaches the phrase from three viewpoints:
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grammatical, linguistic and theological patterns.79 Grammatically the phrase can be
interpreted positively or negatively. Linguistically he observes several parallels of
negative witnesses in Mark (6:11, 48; 13:9), NT (Mt 23:31; Acts 4:1, 13:8, 16:23, 26:11;
2 Cor 5:19; 2 Tim 4:16; Greek OT (Amos 3:13). Theologically he observes a prophetic
condemnation in which Jesus proclaims a new kingdom against Israel. Through those
observations, Broadhead sees “a wholly negative command expressing an immediate
prophetic condemnation of the religious leaders of Israel and their practices.”80 But his
problem is that he just demonstrated the possibility of interpreting negatively with some
negative parallels.
Cave also interprets this phrase negatively. He observes three stages in the
formation of this miracle story:81 (1) the historical nucleus, (2) the development of this
miracle story under the Greek linguistic influence, (3) addition of conflict between Jesus
and the leaders. According to Cave, the phrase ‘as a testimony against them (eivj
martu,rion auvtoi/j)’ was added at the third stage,82 and thus this phrase is naturally
interpreted negatively.
Those who support positive interpretation base their proof on several points.83 For
example, Kingsbury understands that the healing of the leper is a sign of the coming of
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the messianic age. Therefore, the witness should be a positive one that gives hope of
salvation to Israel.84
The final phrase, “as a testimony to them” (v.4d), is not to be understood
in a negative sense, as an indictment of Israel, but in a positive sense, as
intending the salvation of Israel. In attesting through ceremonial
observance to the fact that he has been healed by Jesus of death-like
leprosy, the cleansed leper becomes a sign that in Jesus Son of God the
long-waited messianic age has in fact arrived (8:17; 11:2, 5, 25-27; 13:1617).
To Kingsbury, healing of leprosy is (at least he gives such an impression) a sign of Jesus
being Son of God as well as the Messiah. He understands this story as “the heart of
Matthew’s understanding of Jesus, for it admirably reveals both who he is (i.e., the
Messiah, the Son of God) and what he does (i.e., inaugurates the messianic age of
salvation).”85 But he seems to read too much into the text. The text does not directly
describe Jesus as Son of God. As we will explain in the second cluster of the miracles,
the author demonstrates Jesus’ deity in the miracle stories of stilling the storm (8:23-27),
healing two demoniacs (8:28-34) and healing a paralytic (9:1-8).
Ryrie interprets this phrase positively, but his approach is different from that of
Kingsbury. To him, ‘they’ are the priest, not Israel. The role of the Law is giving us the
knowledge of sin (Rom 3:20; 5:20; 7:7). The Law cannot cleanse leprosy; it only
pronounces that a man is clean or unclean.86 Jesus’ purpose of sending the cleansed leper
to the priests is ‘as a testimony to them,’ i.e., in order to lead them to the Savior while
performing the ritual. To Ryrie, “being saved does not exempt one from lawful living, but
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the law involved is no longer the law of Moses but the law of Christ.”87 The priests are
not objects of conflict to Jesus. They are not under the Mosaic law any more but under
the Christ’s law of grace. Therefore, Ryrie interprets this phrase as ‘as a testimony to the
priests.’
In sum, Jesus now tells the healed leper that it is time to rejoin his community
and to do it the right way: to present himself to the priests and offer what Moses
commanded. This part of the story is already in Mark, but the event occurs publicly in
Matthew. Because the crowds are listening, this story also acts as a teaching to the
listeners that Jesus’ touch of the man is not a contradiction of Jesus’ Sermon on the
Mount. Jesus’ authority over leprosy is based upon mercy, and Jesus puts mercy over the
law.
Conclusion
This story plays some important roles as the first story of the nine miracle stories
in Matthew 8-9. First, its emphasis on Jesus’ faithfulness to the law shows that the
coming chapters are not isolated from the previous chapters. Along with the inclusio
(4:23 and 9:35), the beginnings of Chapters 5-7 and 8-9 with Jesus’ ascension and
descension of the mount respectively show the unity of Chapters 5-7 and 8-9. At the same
time, this story emphasizes Jesus’ fulfillment of the Law as the purpose of his coming
(8:4, 17; 5:17-20). The reason that Matthew places this miracle story at the beginning of
the miracle chapters is related with Jesus’ faithfulness to the Law.88
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Second, Jesus’ ministry of healing all diseases including leprosy is related with
the fulfillment of the Scripture (Isa 53:4; Mt 8:17). He heals every disease that he
encounters as the healing Messiah. Jesus’ healing of leprosy is very symbolic. Leprosy is
one of the most serious illnesses, and one of the messianic signs in 11:4. Jesus also gives
the authority to heal diseases to his disciples (10:8). Jesus is the healing Messiah who has
the authority to heal every disease.
Third, Jesus’ touch of the leper shows that he places mercy over observance of the
Law. Jesus does not hesitate stretching out his hand and touching the leper, even though
the Scripture prohibits touching a leper (Lev 5:3). If Jesus thought that the law is above
mercy, he would not touch the leper. This story illustrates the fact that Jesus puts mercy
over the law. Although Jesus’ mercy is apparently contradictory to the law, it actually
makes the law perfect. If Jesus has fulfilled the law with mercy, his disciples also should
be able to fulfill the law with mercy. A true disciple should choose mercy over the law.
Before moving to the second miracle story of the first cluster, let us pause to note
Matthew’s theme of Jesus’ mercy over the law elsewhere in the gospel.
Excursus: ‘Mercy over the Law’ Elsewhere in the Gospel of Matthew
(1) Emphasis on Importance of Mercy
The evidence that Jesus puts mercy over the law is frequently found elsewhere in
the gospel.89 First of all, Matthew emphasizes the importance of mercy in many places.
The Kingdom of Heaven (Downers Grove, IL: Inter-Varsity Press, 2001), 115; F. D. Bruner, Matthew 1-12
(Waco, TX: Word Books, 1987), 302; Augustine Stock, The Method and Message of Matthew
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Mt 5:7 - The fifth beatitude
For example, the Beatitudes in the Sermon on the Mount includes Jesus’ teaching
about mercy: “Blessed are the merciful, for they will receive mercy (maka,rioi oi`
evleh,monej( o[ti auvtoi. evlehqh,sontai;; 5:7).” This fifth beatitude emphasizes the action of
Jesus’ followers (i.e., to show mercy to the neighbors), contrary to the first four
beatitudes. If the first four beatitudes focus on the followers’ attitude or mind, the second
four beatitudes, which are found only in Matthew, encourage the followers’ action.90
Here we can observe that the Matthean community emphasizes discipleship based upon
action (i.e., practices of mercy, piety,91 peacemaking and righteousness). We need God’s
mercy for salvation, because we cannot achieve our salvation with our power. To receive
God’s mercy,92 one needs to be merciful to others (25:31-46). The adjective ‘merciful
(evleh,moων)’ means not engagement of sporadic compassion but engagement of
continuous pity.93 When we continue to show mercy to others, God will show his mercy
to us on the last days (cf. James 2:13).
Mt 18:23-35 “The Parable of the Unmerciful Servant”
The fifth Beatitude is analogously described in the Parable of the Unmerciful
Servant (18:23-35), which illustrates the importance of being merciful to the neighbors.
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This parable, which is not found in Luke, well reflects the thoughts of the Matthean
community. The unmerciful servant, who had been mercifully forgiven the debt of ten
thousand talents by the king, threw into prison his fellow servant who owed him a
hundred denarii.94 After knowing this, the king became angry: “Shouldn’t you have had
mercy on your fellow servant just as I had on you? (18:33).” Then the king turned him to
the jailors to be tortured until he should pay back all he owed. This is the way a disciple
will be treated in the kingdom of heavens unless he shows mercy to his neighbors
(18:35). Because God first shows mercy to the disciples, they should be able to show
mercy to others. Mercy is a human virtue as well as God’s characteristic at the same time
(1 Sam 23:21; Ps 72:13; Prov 14:21; Mic 6:8).95
Mt 6:9-15// Q 11:2-4 The Lord’s Prayer
The parable of the unmerciful servant reminds us of the Lord’s Prayer. It also
emphasizes the importance of forgiveness of other people’s debt in order to be forgiven
our debts from God (6:12). Here by ‘debts (ta. ovfeilh,mata)’ Matthew does not mean
monetary debts but moral debts as a figurative meaning. As ten thousand talents and a
hundred denarii are used in the parable of the unmerciful servant to compare the size of
mercy, the meaning of ‘debt’ should be interpreted figuratively. While Luke reads ‘sin
(a`marti,a),’ Matthew reads ‘debt (ovfeilh,ma).’ The Matthean text may be close to the
original text.96 Matthew probably left it unchanged because his Jewish readers would
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understand debt as sin.97 Matthew also probably considered such Matthean story as the
parable of the unmerciful servant. The context does not permit the literal meaning of
financial debt. This interpretation is supported by the following verses of vs. 14-15. This
time Matthew clearly describes the character of the debt: forgiving ‘trespasses
(paraptw,mata)’.98 Out of six petitions, only forgiveness of sins is emphasized in these
attached verses as if forgiveness is the main petition of the Lord’s Prayer. This
explanatory repetition of forgiveness stresses how important forgiving of other people’s
sins is to the Matthean community.
Mt 25:31-46 The last judgment
The fifth beatitude and the Parable of the Unmerciful Servant imply the
eschatological judgment to those who are not merciful. At the end, God’s mercy will not
be shown to them as they do not show mercy to neighbors. While we need to obey one of
the least of the commandments (5:19), what is more important in salvation is God’s
mercy of forgiving our sins. Mt 25:31-46 demonstrates more clearly that the basis of
judgment at the last days will be merciful behaviors. Those who showed compassion to
‘one of the least of Jesus’ brothers (e`ni. tou,twn tw/n avdelfw/n mou tw/n evlaci,stwn)’
brothers will inherit the heavenly kingdom. There have been many discussions about who
‘the least’ are:99 (1) all who are hungry, distressed and needy, (2) Apostles and other
Christian missionaries, (3) little ones within the Christian community, (4) the Jews and
Gentiles who are converted during the Tribulation, (5) Jesus’ disciples. The fifth
97
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interpretation seems better than the first because they are separated from the sheep and
the goats.100 ‘The least’ are those who proclaim the gospel according to the will of God in
spite of the persecution. The key of this story is mercy. Whoever one of the least may be,
those who show compassion to him have their own genuine discipleship and will enjoy
eternal lives. According to Carson’s division,101 this story illustrates the compassion for
the suffering and the needy. Mercy is the main factor in judging whether one is a sheep or
a goat. Here Jesus puts mercy over the law.
Mt 22:34-40// Mk 12:28-34 The great commandment
After all, mercy is very important in the kingdom of heavens. It is one of the two
greatest commandments in the Law. Mt 22:34-40 explains that the first great
commandment is “love the Lord your God with all your heart and with all your soul and
with all your mind.” The second one is “love our neighbor as yourself.” While ‘love
(ἀgaph,seij)’ and ‘be merciful (γi,nesqe oivkti,rmonej)’ are not the same word, their basic
thoughts are same: having sympathy to others. Matthew changes the Markan text which
says, “There is no other commandment greater than these.” This implies that all
commandments have their orders in importance and ‘love your neighbor’ is second in the
importance. By changing “there is no other commandment greater than these (mei,zwn
tou,twn a;llh evntolh. ouvk e;stin)” into “on these two commandments (evn tau,taij tai/j
dusi.n evntolai/j),” Matthew puts the second greatest commandment at the same level with
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the first greatest commandment.102 All the laws and the prophets are under the rule of
those two greatest commandments. This shows that Matthew emphasizes the importance
of the second greatest commandment as much as the first greatest commandment in the
context. Therefore, we can say that here Jesus also put mercy as one of the two greatest
commandments, and thus over the major body of the law.
Mt 18:21-22// Q17:4 On forgiveness
Then, how much mercy should a disciple show to his neighbors? Mt 18:21-22
teaches it: to forgive your neighbors seventy-seven times. According Carson, forgiveness
is one of two aspects of mercy.103 The rabbinic tradition limits the forgiveness within
three times,104 but Peter asks Jesus if he should forgive as many times as seven. Probably
Peter knows the rabbinic tradition and suggests as many as seven times (perhaps with a
pompous mind). The number seven is probably a round number which emphasizes a far
larger number than is generally expected. Although Peter tries to correspond to Jesus’
emphasis on mercy, his number falls short to Jesus’ expectations: seventy-seven times.
Clearly Jesus does not mean that seventy-seven times is the maximum number; instead,
he teaches that there is no limit in forgiving the neighbors contrary to the rabbinic
tradition. To Jesus of Matthew, mercy functions as “a hedge against rigidity and
absolutism.”105 In addition, Matthew does not mention the pre-condition of forgiveness in
Luke 17:4: ‘I repent (metanow/).” Luke teaches to forgive whenever the offender begs
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pardon. But Matthew does not require any plead. Here Jesus of Matthew emphasizes
mercy as a fundamental factor of the kingdom of heavens.
(2) Jesus’ Fulfillment of the OT
Matthew does not simply emphasize the importance of mercy in the coming
kingdom of heavens. It is clearly observed in the examples of Jesus’ fulfillment of the OT
that Jesus puts mercy over the law.
Mt 5:21-26// Q 12:57-59 On anger
The law prescribes not to murder and anyone who murders will be subject to
judgment (Ex 20:13, 21:12; Dt 5:17). But Jesus teaches even neither to be angry with his
brother nor to call his brother a fool (5:22). They look contradictory at first glance, but
actually Jesus is correcting “a shallow and inadequate understanding of what the
commandments entails.”106 In other words, Jesus’ teaching makes the law perfect: Jesus
has come not to abolish but to fulfill the law (5:17). There is no legal responsibility for
being angry or calling his brother a fool (“he is answerable to the Sanhedrin”; 5:22b), but
those behaviors are not welcomed in the kingdom of heavens. He will be subject to
judgment and will be in danger of the fire of hell at the end times (5:22) because they
leave the law incomplete (i.e., they break the law). If there is anger in our mind, murder
can happen anytime; if we are full of mercy, the law will never be violated and achieves
its goal.107 Jesus is not simply replacing the law with his own commands. The law cannot
be but incomplete without mercy; the law should be approached from mercy to be
fulfilled. This example shows that Jesus puts mercy over the law.
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Mt 5:38-42// Q 6:29-30 On retaliation
The law also stipulates ‘eye for eye, and tooth for tooth’ (Ex 21:24; Lev 24:20; Dt
19:21). But Jesus teaches not to resist an evil person (5:39). They also look contradictory
and surprising at first glance, but Jesus teaches how to fulfill the spirit of the law: “the
proper conduct [to fulfill the law] is not retaliation, but readiness to endure a further
blow” (i.e., mercy).108 Jesus’ disciples should not demand retaliation; in addition, they
should be able to respond appropriately to the needy contrary to the social standards of
expectation. If someone strikes you on the right cheek, turn to him the other also. If
someone forces you to go one mile, go with him two miles. At the basis of these practices
is mercy. Retaliation will bring further retaliation and it does not fulfill the law. When
mercy is added, the law becomes complete. Retaliation is the minimum of mercy;109
mercy does not break the law but fulfills its real goal.
Mt 5:43-48// Q 6:27-28, 32-36 On love of one’s enemies
The law provides, ‘love your brother and hate your enemy’ (Lev 19:18).110 But
Jesus teaches to love even one’s enemies and to pray for those who persecute (5:44). Just
following this stipulation will not bring any reward in the kingdom of heavens because
even the tax collectors and pagans love their friends. This example also demonstrates that
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the law should be understood from the viewpoint of mercy to be fulfilled. There is no
boundary in mercy. If loving brothers is the beginning of mercy, loving enemies is the
end of mercy. In other words, loving brothers is the minimum of mercy; if he cannot love
his brother, he cannot love his enemies. On the contrary, if he can love his enemies, he
will surely love his brothers. Loving enemies is the maximum of mercy and the
fulfillment of the law. The logical basis for the love of enemies is God’s mercy.111 God is
merciful to everyone; He sends rain and sun equally to all, whether the evil or the good.
Likewise, Jesus’ disciple should be able to love his neighbors, whether brothers or
enemies. Mercy is the foundation of the law.
Second, Jesus’ emphasis of mercy over the law is not found only in the Sermon
on the Mount. Matthew narrates two Sabbath controversy stories (12:1-8, 9-14) which
illustrate that mercy is more important than keeping the Sabbath (Exod 34:21).
Mt 12:1-8// Mk 2:23-28 - Plucking heads of grain on the Sabbath
In the first Sabbath controversy story (12:1-8), the Pharisees criticize Jesus’
disciples for plucking heads of grain and eating them on the Sabbath. They regard the
violation of the Sabbath as serious, and they plot to kill Jesus at the end. Against this
criticism, Jesus defends his disciples’ behavior using two OT analogies.112
The first analogy (12:3-4) is David’s story in which David and his men ate the
bread of the Presence (1 Sam 21:1-6). While Matthew follows the Markan text without
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any serious change, he makes clearer the point that the disciples ate the grain because of
hunger by adding ‘his disciples were hungry (oi` de. maqhtai. auvtou/ evpei,nasan; 12:1)” and
“they ate (evsqi,ein).”113 Then Matthew omits “they made their way (oi` maqhtai. auvtou/
h;rxanto o`do.n poiei/n)” to clarify that plucking was not for making a way but because of
hunger. This analogy demonstrates that Jesus puts mercy over the law.
However, Matthew acknowledges that the analogy of Mark is not enough to
explain why it is not unlawful for Jesus’ disciples to pluck heads of grain and eat them on
the Sabbath. Then, Matthew presents another analogy from his own source or directly
from the Torah (Num 28:9-10): “Or have you not read in the law that on the Sabbath the
priests in the temple break the sabbath and yet are guiltless? (h' ouvk avne,gnwte evn tw/|
no,mw| o[ti toi/j sa,bbasin oi` i`erei/j evn tw/| i`erw/| to. sa,bbaton bebhlou/sin kai. avnai,tioi,
eivsin; 12:5-7). Before doing this, Matthew omits Mark’s reason for the breaking of the
Sabbath law by Jesus’ disciples: “The Sabbath was made for humankind, and not
humankind for the Sabbath (To. sa,bbaton dia. to.n a;nqrwpon evge,neto kai. ouvc o`
a;nqrwpoj dia. to. sa,bbaton; Mark 2:27).” Matthew omits the conclusion of Mark because
it sounds as if the law of the Sabbath can be easily violated for the sake of human kind.
Jesus has not come to abolish the law.
The second analogy is that priests’ violation of the Sabbath is guiltless because
the Sabbath sacrifice commanded in Num 28:9-10 takes precedence over the Sabbath.
This is what the Pharisees know too, but they do not know that ‘something greater than
the temple (tou/ i`erou/ mei/zo,n)’ is here (12:6). The exegetical issue is what ‘something
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greater (mei/zo,n)’ is. It is frequently interpreted as having a relation with Jesus or the
kingdom of heavens.114 But Luz understands it as ‘the mercy of God’.115 He interprets
‘the temple (i`erός)’ as not the institutionalized Jewish religious system but as ‘the
sacrifice on the Sabbath.’ If the Pharisees know that mercy is greater than the law, they
would not criticize Jesus’ disciples: “For if one is allowed to violate the Sabbath because
of sacrifice, how much more must it be allowed because of mercy for those who are
suffering, for mercy is more acceptable to God than is sacrifice.”116 Thus the quotation of
Hos 6:6 should be used one more time after 9:13 because the Pharisees still do not
understand the principle of mercy.117 The Pharisees criticize Jesus’ disciples because they
neglect one of the more important matters of the law than giving a tenth of their spices:
mercy (23:23).
The conclusion of Matthew about the criticism of the Pharisees is that Jesus is the
‘Lord of the Sabbath (12:8)’, following Mark. While the meaning of this phrase is not
clear, it is a reason why Jesus does not condemn his disciples for violating the Sabbath
law contrary to Mark; Matthew changes Mark’s w[ste (‘so’; conclusion) into ga,r (‘for’;
reason).118 In Mark, it means that Jesus has authority ‘even (kai.)’ over the Sabbath
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because his mission for humankind is still being done on the Sabbath.119 However, if it is
a reason for Jesus’ defending the disciples, this illustrates Jesus’ emphasis of mercy over
the Sabbath law. Against the criticism of the Pharisees, Jesus forgives his disciples’
violation of the Sabbath because of the hunger as the Lord of Sabbath. The Sabbath is the
day to appreciate God’s mercy, so any damage of life on the Sabbath will not fulfill the
purpose of the Sabbath. Thus anyone who appreciates God’s mercy will not criticize
Jesus’ disciples for plucking on the Sabbath because of their starvation. Violating the
Sabbath for saving life is lawful and even recommendable as will be seen in the next
story.
Mt 12:9-14//Mk 3:1-6 Healing the man with a withered hand
In the second Sabbath controversy story (12:9-14), Jesus teaches that it is lawful
to do good on the Sabbath. The Pharisees, who criticized Jesus’ disciples for plucking on
the Sabbath in the first controversy story, now directly challenge Jesus’ healing activity at
their synagogue by asking if it is lawful to cure on the Sabbath.
Matthew changes the Pharisees’ watching of Jesus to find a fault in Mark 3:2 into
a question, thus into a rabbinic debate. In other words, Matthew changes Jesus as the
victim of the Pharisees’ criticism to the dignified teacher of the Law. Because the healing
activity is central to Jesus’ ministry, Matthew concentrates on proving the lawfulness of
healing on the Sabbath rather than criticizing the Pharisees’ wicked mind and plot to kill
Jesus as in Mark.
Before answering the Pharisees’ question, Matthew’s Jesus asks a counter
119

R. H. Gundry, Mark: A Commentary on His Apology for the Cross, vol. 1 (Grand Rapids, MI:
W. B. Eerdmans, 1993), 143-45.

202
question if a Pharisee would not pull out his sheep from a pit on the Sabbath, using Q
14:5.120 Because Matthew’s Jesus already knows their response, he does not wait until
they answer; Matthew omits the Markan text: “But they were silent (oi` de. evsiw,pwn).”
Because Matthew’s purpose is to prove the lawfulness of curing on the Sabbath, he also
omits Jesus’ anger and criticism against the Pharisees’ hardness of mind in Mark 3:5.
Without pose for their answer, Matthew’s Jesus concludes his counter question with a
pronouncement: If they violate the Sabbath law for the mercy of saving a sheep, then
much more mercy should be shown to the human being.121 Thus, Matthew’s Jesus clearly
answers to the Pharisees that “it is lawful to do good on the Sabbath.” After defending his
healing activity on the Sabbath, Jesus heals the man with a withered hand.
Although the law prohibits doing anything on the Sabbath, Matthew’s Jesus
teaches that doing a merciful thing is more important than simply remaining doing
nothing on the Sabbath. Actually doing nothing is not the purpose of the Sabbath: “The
day then was looked on as a cessation from labor, a pause, a rest, but this with a view to
its being dedicated to God, an opportunity for getting to know God and for worshipping
him.”122 The ultimate goal of the Sabbath is not just rest from labor but dedication to
God. Doing good (i.e., showing mercy) on the Sabbath is God’s will and does not break
the Sabbath law.123 Healing a man on the Sabbath is apparently contradictory to the
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Sabbath law, but it fulfills the Sabbath law because it makes Israel think about mercy as a
lifesaving activity. Doing nothing is the minimum of the Sabbath law; doing good (i.e.,
mercy) is the fulfillment of the Sabbath law.
Matt 23:23-24// Q 11:42 Jesus’ fourth woe toward the Pharisees
After all, the disturbance in fulfilling the Scripture is the scribes and the
Pharisees, who are hypocritical in observing the law. They give a tenth of their spices –
mint, dill and cumin. But they neglect the more important matters of the law: Justice,
mercy and faithfulness. Here Jesus does not criticize them for the correct observance of
the law (“without neglecting the former”). Their problem is that they seriously distort
God’s will in the law. In other words, they do not see the fundamental principle of the
Scriptures. Jesus is not seeking a new law; the OT already asks a relationship with God
from the heart (Deut 10:12; 1 Sam 15:22; Isa 1:11-18, 43:22-24; Hos 6:6).”124 As already
seen above, the Pharisees do not understand the real meaning of Hosea 6:6 and practice
it: “I desire mercy not sacrifice (9:13; 12:7).” In this sense, Jesus is not devaluating the
OT but is seeking its fundamental purpose. This is the fulfillment of the law as the
purpose of Jesus’ coming (5:17). In Mt 23:23 this is expressed as “the more important
matters of the law (ta. baru,tera tou/ no,mou),’ which is a Matthean touch. The Matthean
community understands justice, mercy and faithfulness as the fundamental principle of
the law. As one of them, especially mercy is frequently emphasized in the gospel of
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Matthew.
The Second Stage: Jesus’ Mercy toward the Gentiles (8:5-13)
5

Eivselqo,ntoj de. auvtou/ eivj Kafarnaou.m prosh/lqen auvtw/| e`kato,ntarcoj
parakalw/n auvto.n 6kai. le,gwn( Ku,rie( o` pai/j mou be,blhtai evn th/| oivki,a| paralutiko,j(
deinw/j basanizo,menojÅ 7kai. le,gei auvtw/(| VEgw. evlqw.n qerapeu,sw auvto,nÅ 8kai. avpokriqei.j
o` e`kato,ntarcoj e;fh( Ku,rie( ouvk eivmi. i`kano.j i[na mou u`po. th.n ste,ghn eivse,lqh|j( avlla.
mo,non eivpe. lo,gw|( kai. ivaqh,setai o` pai/j mouÅ 9kai. ga.r evgw. a;nqrwpo,j eivmi u`po. evxousi,an(
e;cwn u`pV evmauto.n stratiw,taj( kai. le,gw tou,tw|( Poreu,qhti( kai. poreu,etai( kai. a;llw|(
:Ercou( kai. e;rcetai( kai. tw/| dou,lw| mou( Poi,hson tou/to( kai. poiei/Å 10avkou,saj de. o`
VIhsou/j evqau,masen kai. ei=pen toi/j avkolouqou/sin( VAmh.n le,gw u`mi/n( parV ouvdeni.
tosau,thn pi,stin evn tw/| VIsrah.l eu-ronÅ 11le,gw de. u`mi/n o[ti polloi. avpo. avnatolw/n kai.
dusmw/n h[xousin kai. avnakliqh,sontai meta. VAbraa.m kai. VIsaa.k kai. VIakw.b evn th/|
basilei,a| tw/n ouvranw/n( 12oi` de. ui`oi. th/j basilei,aj evkblhqh,sontai eivj to. sko,toj to.
evxw,teron\ evkei/ e;stai o` klauqmo.j kai. o` brugmo.j tw/n ovdo,ntwnÅ 13kai. ei=pen o` VIhsou/j tw/|
e`katonta,rch|( {Upage( w`j evpi,steusaj genhqh,tw soiÅ kai. iva,qh o` pai/j Îauvtou/Ð evn th/| w[ra|
evkei,nh|Å
5

When he entered Capernaum, a centurion came to him, appealing to him 6 and
saying, "Lord, my servant is lying at home paralyzed, in terrible distress." 7And he said
to him, "I will come and cure him." 8 The centurion answered, "Lord, I am not worthy to
have you come under my roof; but only speak the word, and my servant will be healed. 9
For I also am a man under authority, with soldiers under me; and I say to one, 'Go,' and
he goes, and to another, 'Come,' and he comes, and to my slave, 'Do this,' and the slave
does it." 10 When Jesus heard him, he was amazed and said to those who followed him,
"Truly I tell you, in no one in Israel have I found such faith. 11 I tell you, many will come
from east and west and will eat with Abraham and Isaac and Jacob in the kingdom of
heaven, 12 while the heirs of the kingdom will be thrown into the outer darkness, where
there will be weeping and gnashing of teeth." 13 And to the centurion Jesus said, "Go; let
it be done for you according to your faith." And the servant was healed in that hour.
Introduction
Jesus’ mercy as the healing Messiah is not limited only to Israel. Jesus extends his
mercy to the Gentiles. If the first miracle story presumes a Jewish petitioner, the second
miracle story is unusual in that it features the healing of a servant of a centurion, a
Gentile who represents the Roman Empire as a military officer of the occupational forces.
Since centurions were usually with their troops, they represented the power of the Roman
conquerors, and therefore difficult persons to be loved by Israel. However, as we see,
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Jesus is not hesitant to visit the barracks. Thus, the second story has progressed from the
issue of responding to Jewish petitioners to extending mercy toward the conquering
Gentiles.
Since Luke has his own version of the story (Lk 7:1-10), it is clearly from Q. To
identify the Matthean redaction,125 we will note the Q reconstruction by the International
Q project.126
Jesus’ Encounter of a Centurion
Mt 8:5-6 5Eivselqo,ntoj de. auvtou/ eivj Kafarnaou.m prosh/lqen auvtw/| e`kato,ntarcoj
parakalw/n auvto.n 6 kai. le,gwn( Ku,rie( o` pai/j mou be,blhtai evn th/| oivki,a| paralutiko,j(
125
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deinw/j basanizo,menoj ( 5When he entered Capernaum, a centurion came to him,
appealing to him 6 and saying, "Lord, my servant is lying at home paralyzed, in terrible
distress").
Q 7:1, 3 1[kai. evge,neto o]te] ev[plh,rw]sen .. τοùς λόγους τούτους, eivsh/lqen eivj
Kafarnaou,mÅ 3h=lqen auvtw/| e`kato,ntarc[o]j parakalw/n auvto.n [kai. le,gwn\] o` pai/j [mou
kakw/j e;c<ei>. kai. le,gei auvtw/\| ( evgw.] evlqw.n qerapeu,s[w] auvto,n* ([And it came to pass
when] he .. ended these sayings, he entered Capernaum. There came to him a centurion
exhorting him [and saying: My] boy [<is> doing badly. And he said to him: Am I], by
coming, to heal him?).
This story starts with the Genitive Absolute, the Matthean writing style, to
describe Jesus’ entrance into Capernaum. At that moment, a centurion approaches and
begs Jesus as if he were waiting for him. As the approach of a leper to Jesus was very
unusual, the approach of a centurion must be also unusual to the hearers. Centurions
feature in the gospel only here and at the crucifixion scene of Jesus, where in Mark’s
tradition Mk15:39// Mt 27:54 // Lk 24:47 he calls out and identify (Mk15:39// Mt 27:54),
and in Luke’s tradition, Jesus’ innocence (Lk 24:47).127 It is important to understand a
centurion’s status in the first century because of this entrance of a centurion and his faith.
Most commentators of Matthew correctly point out that the centurion is a Gentile,
which makes him marginalized in the Jewish society. The centurion is unclean and is
despised as ‘a symbol of Roman subjugation.’128 He cannot participate in Israel’s inner
life.
Male gentiles were considered unclean unless they became proselytes,
were circumcised, and ritually washed. Only a leper was more unclean
127
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than a gentile. Consequently, Jesus’ almost precipitate willingness to go to
this seeking gentile’s home would have struck serious people of God as
careless.129
The author of Matthew, so aware of Jewish religious prescriptions, would be aware then
of Jesus’ seeming carelessness. If Jesus visits the centurion’s barrack, Jesus will be
defiled.130 Thus the centurion implores Jesus to heal his boy by saying a word instead of
coming to his home. This centurion’s faith that Jesus can heal his boy with a word makes
Jesus surprised and Jesus heals his boy at a distance. His faith is an ideal model of any
Christian as long as the faith itself is concerned. This centurion’s faith helps predict the
success of the Gentiles’ evangelization in the future (28:18-20). But this understanding is
not enough to understand the tension of a centurion’s entrance.
There have been many discussions about the status of centurions. As a whole, it is
agreed that the centurion is the lowest ranking officer in the Roman army in charge of
about 100 soldiers. His main function is “to preserve the interests of the [Roman] rulers
and to maintain the status quo.”131 It goes without saying that the centurion plays an
important role in maintaining the Roman Empire.
However, there are some disagreements about several issues. One of them is
whether the centurion is a Roman or not. In other word, the issue is whether the centurion
belongs to the auxiliary forces or the Roman legions. Those scholars who deny the
Roman centurion point out the fact that the location of the centurion’s home is nearby
129
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Capernaum.132 This implies that the centurion’s army is located around Capernaum, but
historians show that it was controlled by the auxiliary forces during the times of Jesus,
not the legions. Other scholars note that according to Vegetius, all centurions were
Romans to keep Roman control over all parts of the army.133 The question is whether the
audience hearing this story would conclude that the centurion was Roman or a local man.
The introduction of the petitioner as a centurion suggests that a foreigner, a Roman, is
intended, because Jesus’ exclamation “I never saw such faith in Israel” takes on more
drama this way. His ethnicity as a Roman centurion will bring a tension to the listeners,
because Israel was under the control of Rome at that time.
Second, it is being debated whether the centurion is a commissioned officer or
not. While the centurion is generally thought to be the lowest commissioned officer,134
some scholars do not agree to it. For example, W. Cotter has cited that the centurion is a
noncommissioned officer. That is, they do not have their quarters close to the
commander’s house like those of tribunes or other officers but in the barracks with the
soldiers, but their role is training the soldiers through more direct contacts with the
soldiers.135 In addition, the centurion is not allowed to marry. Augustus banned soldiers
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below the ranks of senatorial and equestrian officers from marrying, and this ban was
effective during the first century.136 If this is true, there is a strong possibility that pai/j in
Mt 8:6 should be interpreted as ‘servant’ rather than ‘son.’ While some of the centurions
had common law wives and children, this would constitute an openly shameful admission
by a centurion. The point of the story is not about his ‘disobedience’ to the army but his
complete obedience! And through this understanding of authority he has confidence in
Jesus.
Third, was the centurion’s image positive or negative to the Jews? In spite of
being the noncommissioned officers, centurions were given a wide range of authority as
“the oldest and most deeply Romanized sections of the middle class.”137 They sometimes
function as patrons and benefactors to the locals they live. Luke 7:1-10 gives evidence of
the centurion’s contributions to Jewish synagogue. According to Jason Moralee,
centurions’ names are often in the first century inscriptions found in the villages and
cities of the Near East along with imperial administrators.138 Centurions also served as
judges and peace keepers of the civilians under their jurisdictions.139 This judiciary role
of centurions naturally comes from the characteristic of their duty as peace keepers on
behalf of the Roman emperors.
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However, the image of the centurion was negative rather than positive to the first
century Jews. The centurions frequently abused their power. According to Howell,
“centurions were often benefactors and judges of their provinces does not necessitate that
they were simultaneously considered honest and just.”140 For example, Tacitus attributes
the soldiers’ poverty to the cruel centurion to whom the soldiers had to pay bribes.141
According to Campbell, the soldier’s abuse was the most common civilian experience.142
They oppressed the civilians with their special privileges as comrades of the emperor, and
at the center of this oppression was the centurion.
If the centurion has such a negative image to the Jewish people, the entrance of a
centurion to the scene would give tension to the listeners. A centurion is one of the last
persons who will respect the Jewish tradition as ‘the agent and enforcer of the imperial
status pro.’ But the centurion addresses Jesus as ‘Lord’ in Matthew’s gospel. Matthew
adds this title to Q, a sign that the centurion sees Jesus in a positive light. In addition,
when the centurion asks Jesus to heal his boy, the tension becomes double. If we consider
that “centurions usually are confident and authoritative,”143 it is unimaginable for a
centurion to come and appeal to Jesus, a Jew! Certainly the centurion’s extraordinary
concern for the boy shows his deep emotional link.144 For this Matthew adds detail to the

140

Justin R. Howell, “The Imperial Authority and Benefaction of Centurion and Acts 10.34-43: A
Response to C. Kavin Rowe,” in JSNT 31 (2008), 37-39.
141

The Annals 1.17; The Histories 1.46

142

J. B. Campbell, The Roman Army (New York: Routledge, 1994), 170.

143

Nolland, Matthew, 354.

144

There are several explanations about this unexpected behavior of the centurion. The most
popular and traditional interpretation is the centurion’s goodwill in harmony with the Gospel of Luke. Luke

211
condition of the boy in Q.
Q 7:3a o` pai/j [mou kakw/j e;c<ei>.
Mt 8:6 Ku,rie( o` pai/j mou be,blhtai evn th/| oivki,a| paralutiko,j( deinw/j
basanizo,menoj.
Matthew illustrates the boy as being paralyzed in a terrible distress (paralutiko,j( deinw/j
basanizo,menoj). Alus Cornelius Celsus (ca 25 BC—ca 50), a Roman encyclopedist,
describes the seriousness of paralysis as follows;145
Those who are gravely paralyzed in all their limbs are as a rule quickly
carried off, but if not so carried off, some may love along while, yet rarely
however regain health. Mostly they drag out a miserable existence, their
memory lost also (Celsus, On Medicine 3. 27).
To emphasize the severe condition of the boy Matthew adds that the boy is lying at home
(be,blhtai evn th/| oivki,a|). This suggests total paralysis. The boy is not just sick (o` pai/j [mou
kakw/j e;c<ei>) like Q, but he can die any time. The centurion has no hope except Jesus.
He has every confidence in Jesus, and humbles himself to beseech Jesus, a civilian.

7:1-10 describes the centurion as a patron and benefactor of Israel who loves Israel and built a synagogue.
Israel elders witness this centurion’s worthiness and ask Jesus to heal his servant. One critical problem of
this approach is that the Matthean text does not explain the centurion’s philanthropic behavior at all.
Other more often than not interpretation is that the centurion came to a colonized Jew to save his
son. It is not natural for a centurion to give up his self-esteem in order to save a servant, however precious
the servant may be to him. One problem of this interpretation is that the centurion, a God-fearer, would
probably not break the rule that Roman soldiers should not marry.
A new interpretation of pai/j is that the centurion tried to save his boy-love. According to
Theodore W. Jennings and Tat-Siong Benny Liew, pai/j can be used as referring to not only ‘slave’, ‘child’
but also “the passive member (usually though not necessarily an adolescent boy) of a same-sex
relationship.” One problem of interpreting pai/j as a ‘boy-love’ is that this explanation does not consider the
Jewish Law’s strict prohibition of homosexuality. Lev 18:22 and 20:13 proscribe sexual behaviors between
males.
In sum, it seems better to focus on the centurion’s good will and thus interpret pai/j as ‘servant’ in
the context because the story itself emphasizes the centurion’s faith. Contrary to the negative image of a
centurion to the Jewish people, this centurion extraordinarily shows a philanthropic attitude toward his
servant who is suffering with a serious paralysis.
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Jesus’ Response
Q 7:3b kai. le,gei auvtw/|\( evgw.] evlqw.n qerapeu,s[w] auvto,n* (And he said to him: Am I], by
coming, to heal him?).
Mt 8:7 kai. le,gei auvtw/(| VEgw. evlqw.n qerapeu,sw auvto,n (and he said to him, "I will come
and cure him").
Following Q, the centurion makes a simple statement about his boy’s situation
and not a request of healing as many commentators interpret: “Lord, my servant lies at
home paralyzed.”146 His concern is if Jesus has the will to heal because the centurion
knows that he is not clean as a Gentile and cannot invite Jesus to his home. By
mentioning his boy’s serious situation, the centurion challenges Jesus’ willingness to
heal.
To the challenge of the centurion, Jesus responds very briefly. What is important
in understanding Jesus’ response is whether this sentence is a statement or a question.
(1) Jesus’ response as a statement
Traditionally it is understood as a statement that emphasizes Jesus’ positive
response to heal the centurion’s boy with mercy and without hesitance, even if he is a
Gentile. For example, Derrett interprets this sentence as a simple statement.147 According
to him, Jesus’ response in vs. 8-9 should be different if the sentence is a question
meaning “Do you mean that I should go and heal him?” The centurion would emphasize
his worthiness rather than his unworthiness like the Canaan woman (15:27) if Jesus
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resists his request for help.148 Derrett argues that there is no reason for Jesus to refuse
visiting the centurion’s home because Jesus was not concerned for ritual cleanness as
seen in the touch of a leper (8:3).
Blomberg also interprets this sentence as a statement which emphasizes Jesus’
willingness to heal. According to him, “an emphatic “I” is equally appropriate for a
forceful statement [as much as for a question], and in the context Matthew seems to be
stressing Jesus’ authority and control in each new encounter so as to make a question less
appropriate.”149 Thus to Blomberg the centurion’s emphasis on his unworthiness is very
natural.
But the problem of this understanding is that the following explanation is not
harmonized well with this interpretation. Actually the following dialogue between Jesus
and the centurion is not necessary because Jesus shows his willingness to heal. There is
no reason for the centurion to suggest any counter proposal against Jesus’ willingness to
visit his home. There is nothing to explain this counter proposal with except the
centurion’s extraordinary respect for Jesus’ dignity.
Another problem of this understanding is that, if it is a question, it can increase
the drama by the anticipation that Jesus’ resistance can draw the centurion’s faith all the
more strongly through his humbleness as Blomberg admits.150 This understanding is
similar to Jesus’ rejection of the Canaan woman’s request. But the centurion’s faith
148
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surprised Jesus as the Canaan woman’s faith made Jesus astonished. There is no decisive
evidence for interpreting this sentence as a simple statement.
(2) Jesus’ response as a question
Recently some scholars understand this sentence as a question which shows
Jesus’ reluctance to heal.151 For example, R. A. J. Gagnon understands the role of this
question sentence as a dramatic tool to “heighten the literary tension and so to magnify
the ultimate victory of faith.”152 Because the centurion is a Gentile, Jesus is reluctant in
healing his boy like the example of the Canaan woman’s daughter (10:5-6; 15:23-24).
But the centurion’s faith overcomes Jesus’ reluctance and Jesus heals the centurion’s boy
by saying the word as the centurion requested. Clearly interpreting the sentence as a
question showing Jesus’ reluctance gives more dramatic effect to the story. In addition,
Mt 8:11-12 shows “the overturned place between the Gentiles and Israel as the perfect
complement to the reverse exclusivism of 8:7.”153
R. A. Martin also supports this view. According to him, only when this sentence
is interpreted as an astonished question, the following things can be explained well: (1)
the emphatic “I” plays its role in the context, (2) the renewed appeal of rejecting Jesus’
visiting his home and asking Jesus’ word in v.8 can have logical meanings.154 To him,
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Jesus’ willingness does not give any dramatic effect and the story is awkward.
Davies and Allison add some more reasons, agreeing to the interpretation of this
sentence as a question.155 First, he uses John 4:46-54 in which Jesus responds negatively
against the official’s plea to show signs and wonders as another stream of tradition
showing Jesus’ negative response. To him, this can be a pre-Matthean tradition testing
the centurion’s faith as a question. Second, because Matthew was a Jew, he possibly
thought that law-abiding Jesus would not enter the Gentile’s residence before the great
commission in Mt 28:16-20.156
However, the problems of this approach are the key points of the interpretation of
this sentence as a statement demonstrating Jesus’ willingness. For example, to become
unclean is not important to Jesus as seen in the story of healing a leper. Jesus touched him
before the crowds, even though he becomes defiled. Another problem is that emphatic “I”
does not always makes a sentence a question as Jennings and Liew prove. According to
them, the centurion also uses an emphatic “I” in 8:9, but it is not a question.157 In
addition, there are many examples of emphatic “I” in Matthew that is used as statement
not questions.158 They also observe Matthew’s tendency to use grammatical markers such
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as τί or τίς, πόσος or πότε, οủ or μή for a question sentence.159
In sum, the sentence itself does not clearly reveal its meaning. Grammatically
emphatic ‘I” does not necessarily make this sentence either a question or a statement.
Theologically it is not clear if the sentence represents Jesus’ willingness or Jesus’
rejection of a Gentile. After all, the sentence’s meaning should be decided by the context.
In understanding this sentence, v.6 seems especially important. Interpretation of v.7
depends on the interpretation of v. 6 whether it is a request or a challenge for Jesus’
willingness. In other words, if v.6 is a request, v.7 is better interpreted as Jesus’ question,
a negative response to the request; however, if it is a challenge of the centurion to check
Jesus’ will, v.7 is understood better as Jesus’ determined willingness to heal his boy.
The sentence should be interpreted as a statement because v.6 is not a request but
a challenge to urge Jesus’ willingness. When he finds Jesus’ willingness, he shows
extraordinary faith in the following verse. By asking Jesus just to say a word,160 the
centurion shows his unequalled faith in Israel to Jesus’ power to heal any disease even at
a distance. Then, this sentence shows Jesus’ mercy even to a Gentile. Jesus’ willingness
without hesitance shows no ethnic barrier in healing a disease. If Jesus shows his mercy
by touching the leper in the first miracle story, Jesus shows mercy again, this time
progressively by showing his willingness to go to a Gentile’s home to heal an unclean
Gentile’s boy.161
159

Ibid.

160

Probably the centurion was familiar with the Jewish tradition as a God-fearer. He loved Israel
and built the synagogue according to Luke 7:5.
161

This story seems to have a different context from the story of the Canaan woman. As we will
explain later, this first cluster of the miracles emphasizes Jesus’ power to heal any disease.

217
The Centurion’s Faith
Mt 8:8-9 8kai. avpokriqei.j o` e`kato,ntarcoj e;fh( Ku,rie( ouvk eivmi. i`kano.j i[na mou u`po. th.n
ste,ghn eivse,lqh|j( avlla. mo,non eivpe. lo,gw|( kai. ivaqh,setai o` pai/j mouÅ 9kai. ga.r evgw.
a;nqrwpo,j eivmi u`po. evxousi,an( e;cwn u`pV evmauto.n stratiw,taj( kai. le,gw tou,tw|(
Poreu,qhti( kai. poreu,etai( kai. a;llw|( :Ercou( kai. e;rcetai( kai. tw/| dou,lw| mou( Poi,hson
tou/to( kai. poiei (8The centurion answered, "Lord, I am not worthy to have you come
under my roof; but only speak the word, and my servant will be healed. 9For I also am a
man under authority, with soldiers under me; and I say to one, 'Go,' and he goes, and to
another, 'Come,' and he comes, and to my slave, 'Do this,' and the slave does it").
Q 7:6bc-8 6bckai. avpokriqei.j o` e`kato,ntarcoj e;fh( Ku,rie( ouvk eivmi. i`kano.j i[na mou u`po.
th.n ste,ghn eivse,lqh|j( 7avlla. eivpe. lo,gw|( kai. ivaqh, [tw] o` pai/j mouÅ 8kai. ga.r evgw.
a;nqrwpo,j eivmi u`po. evxousi,an( e;cwn u`pV evmauto.n stratiw,taj( kai. le,gw tou,tw|(
Poreu,qhti( kai. poreu,etai( kai. a;llw|( :Ercou( kai. e;rcetai( kai. tw/| dou,lw| mou( Poi,hson
tou/to( kai. poiei (And in reply the centurion said: Master, I am not worthy for you to
come under roof; but say a word, and [let] my boy [be] healed. For I too am a person
under authority, with soldiers under me, and I say to one: Go, and he goes, and to
another: Come, and he comes, and to my slave: Do this, and he does [it]).
Verse 8: the centurion’s inferiority to Jesus
The interpretation of v.8 is influenced by that of v.7. If v.7 is a statement
explaining Jesus’ firm willingness to heal a Gentile, v.8 is the centurion’s humble
confession of his faith.162 Because the centurion knows that his rank is lower than that of
Jesus, he instead firmly implores Jesus to say a word to heal his boy. This demonstrates
his unrivaled faith in Israel that he admits Jesus’ dignity and believes in his healing
power 1) with a word, and 2) at a distance. Here ‘unworthiness’ means the centurion’s
inferiority to Jesus not his ethical humbleness as in Luke. Jesus’ dignity is too high for
the centurion to invite him to his home. He also might have the feeling of defiling Jesus
as an unclean Gentile.
On the contrary, if v.7 is Jesus’ astonished question to the request of the
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centurion, v.8 is the centurion’s response to Jesus’ question.163 The centurion does not
accept Jesus’ suggestion. Instead, calling Jesus again as “Lord” demonstrating his
unshaken faith, he asks Jesus to heal his boy by saying a word in lieu of coming to his
home.164
In sum, the evidence that v.7 should be interpreted as a statement is the
centurion’s humble confession of non-equality with Jesus enough not to be able to have
Jesus under his roof. When Jesus says his willingness to go to his house, the centurion
humbly confesses his inferiority. Here the word i`kano.j plays an important role in
understanding the exact meaning of this sentence. This word means ‘sufficient,
competent’ rather than ‘worthy of, deserving of, meet for.’165 Here the centurion seems to
emphasize Jesus’ superior rank to his rather than his own humbleness like Luke 7:4
(ἄxio,j evstin w-| pare,xh| tou/to).166 The centurion would use ἄxio,j rather than i`kano.j if he
want to emphasize his moral guilt. If this is correct, it is wrong to interpret the word
i`kano.j as a synonym of ‘worthy (ἄxio,j).’ Jesus is too high in rank to be invited to the
centurion’s barrack. This answer implies that the centurion’s ethnicity does not matter in
his answer to Jesus. In this sense, v.7 cannot be Jesus’ astonished question to a Gentile
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who seeks the healing of his boy. In addition, if v.7 is a question, the centurion’s answer
should be Yes or No. Instead, the centurion’s response is also a statement.
Another reason for the support of the statement is that Jesus commends the
centurion for his unequaled faith. If we follow the interpretation of v. 7 as Jesus’
question, Jesus commends the centurion on the basis that the centurion asks saying a
word for healing instead of visiting his house. In other word, because the centurion
believes that Jesus can heal a disease by his command alone i`kano.j, Jesus praises the
centurion’s faith. But with such confession it is doubtful if the centurion deserves such
praise that Jesus has not seen such faith in none of Israel. On the contrary, if we
understand v.7 as a statement describing the centurion’s challenge appealing to Jesus’
willingness, this behavior itself is a great faith which shows his careful thought about
Jesus’ exalted status as well as his faith to Jesus’ power to heal any disease. When Jesus
says his willingness to go to his house, the centurion humbly confesses his inferiority.
Jesus’ dignity is too great to be invited to the centurion’s house. This is the second stage
showing the centurion’s elevated faith. Finally the centurion asks Jesus just to say a word
to heal his boy, which is the climax of the centurion’s faith. To the centurion, Jesus, like
an officer, has been endowed with authority; he is of an exalted rank. All those three
factors contribute to the genuineness of the centurion’s faith. Even the Canaan woman’s
faith cannot be compared with the centurion’s faith. Then, the centurion’s faith is worthy
of Jesus’ praise that he has never seen such faith in Israel.
Verse 9: the contents of the centurion’s faith
Verse 9 explains why the centurion thinks that Jesus does not need to come to the
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centurion’s house. Here the centurion demonstrates his faith that there is no limit in
Jesus’ healing power; he believes that Jesus can heal his boy even with a word at a
distance. According to the centurion, because Jesus is a man under authority like the
centurion himself, the (spirit of the) disease will follow Jesus’ order like his soldiers.
Jesus praises this centurion’s faith as the finest one. The key issue is what kind of
authority the centurion believes Jesus has.
The similarity between the roles of the centurion and Jesus is frequently
mentioned.167 For example, S. H. Hooke observes a similar relationship between Jesus’
activity and the centurion’s own.168 According to him, the key point of the centurion’s
response to Jesus’ willingness is that a centurion is under the authority of the higher rank,
and at the same time is in authority over his soldiers. So is Jesus. The soldiers under the
centurion’s authority obey him because his order represents that of the higher rank
(ultimately that of the Roman emperor). The centurion’s authority comes from the
Roman Emperor and is backed with the emperor’s power. Likewise, Jesus is under the
authority of God the Father, and his exercise of authority is in accordance with Father’s
will. The centurion’s confession of faith is not only an admission of Jesus’ power over
the disease but also the recognition of God’s power behind Jesus. The centurion
demonstrates an advanced faith, compared with the leper who simply believed in Jesus’
ability to heal his leprosy. Jesus wants people to see God behind him, but the centurion is
167
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the only person who finds God’s authority in Jesus. Thus, Jesus praises the centurion’s
faith as the best one he has ever seen, and through the faith of the centurion Jesus
anticipates the gentiles’ gathering in the kingdom of God.
J. A. G. Haslam shows a similar interpretation. According to him, the centurion’s
duty in Capernaum is not a normal service. Because he is in charge of this region without
any higher rank, he should decide everything under his responsibility. To do his service
well, he should understand his commission (the intention of Rome). Thus Haslam
translates u`po. evxousi,an as ‘under commission’ rather than ‘under authority (KJV, NAB,
NAS, NIV, RSV, JB)’ or ‘under orders (NEB, REB)’ in the sense that commission
implies better the administrational situation of the centurion.169 Haslam applies the
centurion’s relation with his superiors to that of Jesus to God.170 The centurion does not
simply obey his superiors’ orders as in the normal military relationship; instead, he needs
to serve his commissioned duty with sincere devotion as the person in charge of the
region. The same relationship can be applied to Jesus. Jesus is doing exactly what he
received from God as his commission. Thus, as the centurion’s men follow his orders, the
centurion believes that everything under God’s control including the paralysis of his boy
will obey the order of Jesus, the commissioner of God. This faith makes Jesus surprised
because he has never seen such faith in Israel.
The centurion knows that as his authority is given by the Roman Emperor, Jesus’
authority comes from God. The centurion can issue an order and this order should be
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carried by his soldiers. The success of the Roman Empire is based upon this principle.171
Likewise, Jesus can issue an order and this order will be obeyed because he has authority.
In sum, this section demonstrates the content of the centurion’s faith. He
confesses his inferiority to Jesus not deserving Jesus’ visit to his house. Instead, he asks
Jesus to say a word to heal his boy. His explanation of his confidence in Jesus’ authority
shows the high level of his faith. The centurion thinks that Jesus is under heavenly
authority commissioned by God, and Jesus can order healing powers as much as the
centurion can order his men. The theological importance of this verse is that the centurion
believes that Jesus has been given divine authority.
Jesus’ Praise of the Faith
Mt 8:10 avkou,saj de. o` VIhsou/j evqau,masen kai. ei=pen toi/j avkolouqou/sin( VAmh.n le,gw
u`mi/n( parV ouvdeni. tosau,thn pi,stin evn tw/| VIsrah.l eu-ron (When Jesus heard him, he was
amazed and said to those who followed him, "Truly I tell you, in no one in Israel have I
found such faith).
Q 7:9 avkou,saj de. o` VIhsou/j evqau,masen kai. ei=pen toi/j avkolouqou/sin( le,gw u`mi/n( ouvde. evn
tw/| VIsrah.l tosau,thn pi,stin eu-ron (But Jesus, on hearing, was amazed, and said to those
who followed: I tell you, not even in Israel have I found such faith).
Jesus is surprised at the content of the centurion’s response because he is one of
the last persons who are expected to have this kind of faith. Generally centurions would
be seen as incapable of religious sensibility. His faith to Jesus is unrivaled in Israel. His
threefold confession of faith (Jesus’ power to heal – his protestation of unworthiness –
Jesus’ authority from God) also leads to Jesus’ threefold responses.
First, Jesus was surprised. This is the only record that Jesus was surprised in the
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Gospel of Matthew.172 This rare expression is related with the unexpected faith of the
centurion, which is the object of Jesus’ surprise. Although Jennings and Liew interpret
the word qau,mazw as having a negative denotation like 22:33 in which the Pharisees were
‘surprised’ at Jesus’ teaching,173 this word expresses Jesus’ positive surprise at the
centurion’s unexpected faith unrivaled in Israel.
Second, ‘ἀmh.n le,gw u`mi/n’ is used to emphasize the centurion’s faith in the
following sentence. VAmh.n is the transliteration of the Hebrew אמנ, which means ‘truly’
or ‘verily’. By putting this phrase at the beginning, the reader expects that Jesus’ diction
will follow and the diction will be proclaimed with Jesus’ self-confident authority.174
This prefatory usage of amen is not found in OT or in the rabbinic literature. While amen
is generally used as a response to the previous statement in OT or in the rabbinic
literature,175 this expression, one of Matthean characteristic rhetorical devices,176
emphasizes the importance of what follows. This expression is the second preparatory
step for the emphasis on the centurion’s faith in the following sentence.
Third, Matthew changed the Q text to emphasize the centurion’s faith and Israel’s
faithlessness. Especially Israel’s faithlessness is emphasized with the change of ‘not even
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in Israel did I find such faith (Lk7:9; ouvde. evn tw/| VIsrah.l tosau,thn pi,stin eu-ron)’ into
‘with no one did I find such faith in Israel (Mt 8:10; ouvdeni. tosau,thn pi,stin evn tw/|
VIsrah.l eu-ron).’ This substitution explains why Matthew quoted Lk13:28-29 in the
following section.
Through this threefold expression, Matthew emphasizes the centurion’s faith and
Israel’s faithlessness at the same time. The ignorance of Israel in contrast to the Gentile’s
fine faith leads to Jesus’ condemnation of Israel’s future in the next sentence.
Israel’s Faithlessness
Mt 8:11-12 11le,gw de. u`mi/n o[ti polloi. avpo. avnatolw/n kai. dusmw/n h[xousin kai.
avnakliqh,sontai meta. VAbraa.m kai. VIsaa.k kai. VIakw.b evn th/| basilei,a| tw/n ouvranw/n (I
tell you, many will come from east and west and will eat with Abraham and Isaac and
Jacob in the kingdom of heaven)( 12oi` de. ui`oi. th/j basilei,aj evkblhqh,sontai eivj to.
sko,toj to. evxw,teron\ evkei/ e;stai o` klauqmo.j kai. o` brugmo.j tw/n ovdo,ntwn (while the heirs
of the kingdom will be thrown into the outer darkness, where there will be weeping and
gnashing of teeth").
Q 13:29, 28 29[kai. polloi.] avpo. avnatolw/n kai. dusmw/n h[xousin kai. avnakliqh,sontai
([and many] shall come from Sunrise and Sunset and recline) 28 meta. VAbraa.m kai. VIsaa.k
kai. VIakw.b evn th/| basilei,a| tou/ qeou( [u`m<εĩ>j] evkbl[hqh,s<εσθε> eivj to. sko,toj to].
Evxw[,teron]\ evkei/ e;stai o` klauqmo.j kai. o` brugmo.j tw/n ovdo,ntwn (with Abraham and
Isaac and Jacob in the kingdom of God, but [you will be] thrown out [into the] out[er
darkness], where there will be wailing and grinding of teeth).
The purpose of those two verses is to emphasize the contrast between the
centurion’s faith as a precursor of Gentiles and Israel’s failure to inherit the kingdom
because of unbelief.177 For this purpose, Matthew borrows those verses from Q sayings
(Lk 13-28-29).178 Those verses explain the theological significance of the centurion’s
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faith to Matthew. Many will come from east and west and will participate in the
eschatological banquet (Isa 25:6).179 But the heirs of the kingdom will be rejected. Those
who come from east and west have such faith as the centurion’s, but the heirs of the
kingdom do not have that. One important issue here is who Matthew intends as the heirs
of the kingdom and who he intends as those who come from east and west.
(1) Rejected heirs of the kingdom as Jewish people
Many scholars interpret ‘the heirs of the kingdom’ as the Jewish people and
‘those who come from east and west’ as Gentiles. For example, Hagner understands that
with this proclamation of Jesus the eschatological banquet becomes not limited only to
Jews, but Gentiles can also participate in the banquet.180 In OT, ‘many from east and
west’ were thought diaspora Jews returning to Israel (Ps 107:3; Isa 43:5) because the
banquet is strictly limited to the Jews. However, in Matthew this exclusive banquet of
Israel is open to Gentiles after the coming of Jesus the Messiah (Mt 28:18-20). To
Hagner, the centurion represents “the beginning of a stream of Gentiles who will come
from east and west to join the eschatological banquet.”181 On the other hand, the heirs of
the kingdom (the Jews who are supposed to participate in the eschatological banquet) will
be rejected because of their faithlessness. Now there is a big change in the history of
salvation: “The true sons of the kingdom are now those who respond to the proclamation
non-matthean or non-lukan, context for the sayings in Q.’ See his article, “A Proposed Reconstruction of Q
13.28-29,” in SBL 1989 Seminar Papers, 9.
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of Jesus (cf. 13:38; cf. 5:45).”182
Blomberg shows a similar interpretation. He interprets ‘those who come from east
and west’ as many outside Judaism and ‘the heirs of the kingdom’ as many from within
Judaism. According to this definition, the diaspora Jews belong to ‘many from within
Judaism’ because they are within the boundary of Judaism. Many outside Judaism will
follow Jesus like the centurion. Thus, the centurion is “a paradigm of many outside
Judaism (“from the east and the west,” cf. Ps 107:3)” with his unrivaled faith.183
However, he does not use the concept of the eschatological banquet like Hagner.
According to him, in those two verses Jesus “points forward to a time beyond his earthly
ministry when Gentiles will flock to the faith.”184 Thus, to him, the gathering does not
mean a specific historical event on the last days but the evangelism of the Gentiles.
Therefore many within Judaism (the heirs of the kingdom) who still believe
themselves part of the kingdom, soon they will find themselves that they are ‘eternally
excluded from God’s presence.’185 Here we cannot observe any concept of the returning
of the Jews to the faith of Jesus. The Jews themselves will taste the pain of exclusivism
reversely.
Gagnon observes that “Matthew’s motive for inserting this material was to
establish another link between the Gentile centurion’s confession of faith in the unlimited
authority of Jesus (Matt 8.9) and the claim to such authority by the risen Christ in Matt
182

Ibid., 206.

183

Blomberg, Matthew, 142.

184

Ibid.

185

Ibid.

227
28:18.”186 This is Matthew’s characteristic writing style. Matthew frequently uses
‘repetition (anticipation and retrospection)’ as his main device of plot.187 An example is
“Immanuel” in Matt 1:23, which anticipates the Great Commission: “I will be always
with you to the very end of the age” (Matt 28:20). To the Matthean community, the
centurion’s faith to Jesus is an early confession of the Great Commission by a Gentile
and gives the basis for the community’s decision to ‘make disciples of all nations’
(20:19). On the other hand, the faithlessness of the Jews leads to Jesus’ condemnation of
‘throwing into darkness.’ This anticipation is repeated in 27:25: Then the people as a
whole answered, "His blood be on us and on our children!" The Jews reject Jesus while
the Gentiles embrace Jesus. The result of this is that “the kingdom will be opened to
Gentiles and closed to ‘heirs of the kingdom’.”188 Gagnon also does not use the concept
of the eschatological judgment here.
Main stream of scholarship maintain similar interpretations in spite of differences
in detail. The Matthean community’s understanding about the relationship between
Gentiles and the Jews may reflect their experience of Israel’s killing of Jesus on the cross
and the destruction of Jerusalem in 70AD. While the Gentiles turn to God and join the
kingdom, the sons of the kingdom reject Jesus and lose the kingdom with the fate of
‘weeping and gnashing in the darkness.’
(2) Rejected heirs of the kingdom as Jewish leaders
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However, some scholars interpret ‘the heirs of the kingdom’ as the Jewish leaders
who have no faith such as the Pharisees, priests and scribes and ‘many who come from
east and west’ as those who have faith to Jesus. For example, Davies and Allison read the
text not as a contrast between Jews and Gentiles but as a contrast between privileged and
unprivileged Jews (especially the leaders such as Pharisees vs. diaspora Jews).189 The
Jews who reject Jesus will be judged on the last day.
They rebut the interpretation of the text as a contrast between Jews and Gentiles
with the following arguments:190 (1) the text does not clearly mention ‘Gentile.’ (2) ‘The
many from east and west’ is originated from Ps 107:3, which describes the return of
Jewish exiles to Jerusalem. The many are diaspora Jews who return to Jerusalem rather
than the Gentiles. (3) Jewish texts link ‘east and west’ to the return of diaspora Jews from
east (Babylon) and west (Egypt) to Jerusalem. (4) OT describes the coming of the
Gentiles not as a judgment of Israel but as a witness of God’s glory. (5) OT does not
mention that Israel as a whole is doomed to judgment. (6) the pilgrimage of the diaspora
Jews is connected with the eschatological feast (Ps 107; Isa 25-7, 49; Ezek 37-9).
All those evidences support that Matthew are not emphasizing the salvation of the
Gentiles and the condemnation of all Jews. If the many are diaspora Jews, Matthew is
warning the privileged Jews, especially those leaders who are faithful in their own eyes
and think themselves as the heirs of the kingdom. Then 8:11-12 focuses on “the salvation
of the seemingly unfortunate as opposed to ‘the sons of the kingdom,’ the wise and
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privileged who have lived in Eretz Israel and beheld the Messiah, and yet do not
believe.”191
Morris avoids dividing ‘the many from east and west’ and ‘the heirs of the
kingdom’ into two ethnic or geographical groups. To him, ‘many’ is not a specific or
ethnic group. They are the saved people including the Gentiles who come from all over
the world.192 On the other hand, ‘the heirs of the kingdom’ are the Jews who were
expected to share the kingdom but lose their privileges because of the lack of faith.193 In
verses 11-12, thus, Jesus is giving a dire warning against the people of God (and to the
crowds) who are expected to respond to the Messiah with faith and commitment. If they
fail to show faithful response to Jesus as the centurion does, they will be responsible for
the dreadful result of wailing and grinding the teeth in the darkness.194
Jennings and Liew also reject the dichotomical understanding of vs. 11-12
between the Gentiles and the Jews. According to them, Matthew is “more interested in
playing with the fluidity between Jews and Gentiles in order to instill a sense of
instability than in promoting any kind of ethnic partition, priority, or proxy.”195 In other
words, Matthew’s concern is not a contrast between Gentiles and Jews but a contrast
between those who are really in the kingdom and those who are apparently in but not
really in the kingdom. As a proof, they explain that the phrase “weeping and grinding of
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teeth,” which is used total six times in Matthew (8:12; 14:42, 50; 22:13; 24:51; 25:30), is
always used in the context in which those two groups of faith and unfaithfulness are
compared. Thus they understand Jesus’ limited mission to Israel as the geographical
boundary of Israel, whether Gentile or Jew.196 They see no trouble in Jesus’ associating
with Gentiles within the boundary of Israel.
The problem of this interpretation is that they do not consider the role of Gentiles
in the history of salvation. While Matthew’s gospel makes it clear that the Jews rejected
and killed Jesus, his gospel acknowledges by the infancy narratives (2:1-12) that the
Gentiles will be the first to adore Jesus. Matthew shows Jesus reaching out to the Jews
(10:5-6), but the Matthean community saw the destruction of the Temple as part of God’s
turning to the Gentiles. In addition, historically diaspora Jews were not religiously and
geographically separated from the Jews in Israel. They shared Judaism and diaspora Jews
regularly visited Jerusalem. It does not make sense to suppose that diaspora Jews will
come to Jerusalem to show homage to God and Israel on the last days. Finally the
geographical understanding of ‘those who come from east and west’ as the people outside
Israel and ‘the heirs of the kingdom’ as the people in Israel197 is not persuasive.
In sum, Jesus’ pronouncement seems to reflect the historical events. The Jews
killed Jesus and the gospel was proclaimed to the Gentiles. After 70 AD, the Gentiles
took the initiative in the salvation history, and the heirs of the kingdom lost their privilege
because of their faithlessness. The heirs did not understand God’s will that the Gentiles
are not excluded from the kingdom; they are just next to the Jews in salvation as seen in
196
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many places in the gospel of Matthew.198 While some scholars understand this story as
Jesus’ proclamation of the judgment of Israel,199 this is a kind of a warning for the
faithlessness of Israel. All Jewish people will not be punished as all Gentiles will not be
saved.
Jesus’ Healing
Mt 8:13 13kai. ei=pen o` VIhsou/j tw/| e`katonta,rch|( {Upage( w`j evpi,steusaj genhqh,tw soiÅ
kai. iva,qh o` pai/j Îauvtou/Ð evn th/| w[ra| evkei,nh| (13And to the centurion Jesus said, "Go; let it
be done for you according to your faith." And the servant was healed in that hour).
Q did not hold a report of the healing for both Matthew and Luke must add their
own. Matthew finishes this story with Jesus’ performing of the centurion’s request. This
is why this story is a miracle story rather than just a pronouncement story. After giving
warning to the crowd following him from the mount, Jesus heals the centurion’s boy
according to his faith. The centurion believes that Jesus can heal any disease with a word
even at a distance. Jesus’ merciful healing of a Gentile’s servant occurs as soon as he
speaks the word: “the servant was healed in that hour.” To the author of Matthew, there is
no limit in Jesus’ healing power. Just one word heals the patient perfectly and quickly
even at a distance.
In sum, Jesus is the merciful healing Messiah without any ethnic boundary.
He is not hesitant to visit a centurion’s house.
Before moving to the last miracle story of the first cluster, let us pause to note
Matthew’s theme of Jesus’ mercy toward the Gentiles elsewhere in the gospel.
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Excursus: “Mercy toward Gentiles” elsewhere in the Gospel
Matthew’s pro-Gentile perspective is well known.200 In Matthew we can find
several places where the Gentiles are welcomed and God’s mercy is shown to them along
with the second miracle story (8:5-13). Matthew’s pro-Gentile perspective is climaxed in
the Great Commission of Mt 28:16-20. In the gospel of Matthew, the Gentiles are just
next to Israel in the order of salvation.
Mt 1:1-17 The Matthean Genealogy
Matthew begins his gospel with Jesus’ genealogy (1:1-17). Here we can observe
two important points in relation to Gentiles. The first one is that Jesus is described as the
son of Abraham as well as the son of David. ‘The Son of David’ is another title for the
Messiah (Isa 11:10; Jer 23:5, 33:15; Zech 3:8, 6:12), and Matthew frequently uses this
title (1:1, 20; 9:27; 12:23; 15:22; 20:30, 31; 21:9, 15). However, ‘the Son of Abraham’ is
not found elsewhere in Matthew.201 This unique usage seems to demonstrate a special
intention of the author in the context. When Matthew describes Jesus as ‘the son of
Abraham,’ he seems to include Gentiles as the objects of his salvation.202
Abraham, meaning ‘the father of many nations’ (Gen 17:5), is the true father of
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all who have faith, whether Jew or Gentile (Mt 8:11-12; cf. Rom 4:1-25, Gal 3:6-29).203
A Gentile, if he has the same faith with Abraham, can become a spiritual descendent of
Abraham. Here we can find the universal blessing by Jesus as the Son of Abraham;204 this
universal blessing is also clearly mentioned at the end of the gospel (28:19). If the title
‘Son of Abraham’ in 1:1 adumbrates the salvation of the Gentiles, the great commission
in 28:19 declares it. In other words, Matthew begins his gospel with the unusual concern
about Gentiles by describing Jesus as the Son of Abraham, and the unusual concern is
highlighted at the end of the gospel with the mission commandment for the Gentiles.
At the same time, we cannot neglect the possibility that the title ‘Son of Abraham’
might have been used as a title of the Messiah like ‘Son of David.’ Testament of Levi
8:15 uses this as a messianic title, and this shows the possibility that some branches of
Judaism recognize ‘Son of Abraham’ as a messianic title. 205 This is supported with the
fact that Gen 22:18 (cf. Gen 12:3; 18:18) predicts that the Messiah will come from
Abraham’s seed: “By your offspring shall all the nations of the earth gain blessing for
themselves, because you have obeyed my voice ( `yliqoB. T'[.m;v' rv,a] bq,[ #r,a'h' yyEAG lKo ^[]r>z:b.
Wkr]B't.hiw)> .”206 All the nations are blessed at the end of the gospel (Mt 28:19): “Go and
make disciples of all nations (poreuqe,ntej ou=n maqhteu,sate pa,nta ta. e;qnh).” Thus Jesus
has come to fulfill not only David’s kingdom covenant but also Abraham’s covenant of
203
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universal blessings. In other words, Jesus is the promised Messiah as the Son of David
and Son of Abraham, and he will save the Gentiles as well as the Jews.
The second important point in the genealogy of Matthew is that four Gentile
women are mentioned among the ancestors of Jesus: Tamar, Rahab, Ruth and Bathsheba.
While Bathsheba is sometimes questioned her identity as a Gentile,207 she should be
understood as ‘the wife of Uriah’ as Matthew does not identify her name; Matthew
describes her as a wife of a Gentile, a Hittite. The entrance of four Gentile women is an
intentional addition for some special goal.208 It is hard to find any persuasive reason for
the entrance of these four Gentile women in the genealogy of Jesus except the fact that
they or their families showed extraordinary faiths as Gentiles, compared to Israel.209
The faith of Tamar versus that of Judah, of Rahab versus that of the
wilderness generation, and of Ruth versus that of the Israelites in the time
of the judges was displayed at crucial times in Israel's history when
Gentiles demonstrated more faith than Jews in response to God. Mention
of "the wife of Uriah" rather than her name was probably meant to focus
attention on Uriah and his faith in contrast to that of David, Israel's king.
The mention of some Gentile women in Jesus’ genealogy reminds the readers that some
Gentiles already showed great faiths even in the OT times before the precursory faiths of
207
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the centurion (Mt 8:5-13) or the Canaan woman (Mt 15:21-28) before the Great
Commission in Mt 28:16-20. Their faiths played some critical roles in the messianic line
of David. The contrast between the Gentiles’ faiths and Israel’s faithlessness is observed
again and again in the gospel (3:7-12; 8:5-13; 11:20-24; 12:15-21; 12:38-42; 15:21-28;
21:28-32, 33-43; 22:1-14; 25:1-13; 14-30, 31-46). Here Matthew does not only ask his
Jewish community to repent for faithlessness but also accept the faithful Gentiles as a
part of the church.210 Jesus’ genealogy surprisingly includes some Gentiles who showed
extraordinary faiths.211 This implies that salvation of Gentiles is not excluded from God’s
plan even though we should wait for Jesus’ post-Easter proclamation.
Mt 2:1-12 The Adoration of the Magi
Because of the twofold introduction of this theme at the beginning of the gospel
we are not surprised at the following story of the Gentile magi (Mt 2:1-12), which is
found only in Matthew. Although there have been diverse interpretations about this
story’s historicity, the point is that Matthew’s intention lies in theological understanding
of the story:212 the Messiah’s birth “provoked Jewish hostility but won Gentile
acceptance.”213 In contrast to Luke in which Jesus was born in a manger of an inn and
some Jewish shepherds visited Jesus after the angel’s notice, Matthew simply describes
that Jesus was born in Bethlehem and only the magi from the East visited Jesus following
the Messiah’s star and worshipped him as the Messiah. The story of Jesus’ birth itself is
210
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very simplified and Matthew emphasizes that its purpose is to fulfill Micah 5:2: “But
you, O Bethlehem of Ephrathah, who are one of the little clans of Judah, from you shall
come forth for me one who is to rule in Israel, whose origin is from of old, from ancient
days.”
What is shocking in this passage is that those who witness Jesus’ birth are not the
Jews but the Gentiles.214 The Jews have been waiting for the Messiah for several hundred
years, but Jesus’ birth is blessed by none of the Jews. The Jews do not know if the
Messiah is born in Bethlehem, even though Micah 5:2 clearly predicts it. All the
Jerusalem is frightened when they hear it from the wise men from the East. On the
contrary, the Gentiles, symbolized as the wise men from the East, witness the baby Jesus
with their eyes and give him three gifts. The good news is not limited to the Jews. The
revelation of the Messiah to the Gentiles is a precursory realization of Abraham’s
universal blessings which is intimated in Jesus’ genealogy.215 The traditional Jewish
notion that Abraham discovered astrology and Chaldean science supports the link
between Abraham and magi.216 Matthew might understand that Abraham invented
astrology for this purpose. This contrast between the Jews and the Gentiles also predicts
Jesus’ rejection by the Jews and his worship by the Gentiles in the coming story.
Mt 4:12-17//Mk 1:14-15 Jesus Begins His Ministry in Galilee
In adopting Mark’s gospel, Matthew has augmented it significantly. For Matthew,
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Jesus’ move from Nazareth to Capernaum fulfills Isa 9:1-2. After John the Baptist’s
incarceration, Jesus comes to Capernaum and begins to preach people to repent. To
Matthew, Capernaum is the base of operations for Jesus’ ministry in Galilee. The Jews in
Galilee do not have “the religious and cultic advantage of Jerusalem and Judea.”217 In
addition, they lived in mix with the Gentiles. Thus they are despised by the Jews in
Jerusalem and Judea. They live in darkness and do not have much hope for salvation.
However, Jesus comes to the despised Jews in Galilee; the messianic light first dawns to
this dark place full of sinners.
However, Galilee also has another meaning to Matthew. Here Matthew reveals
his pro-Gentile perspective again. The relationship between the five geographical
references are under debate, but it is generally accepted that ‘Galilee of the Gentiles
(4:15)’ is the key phrase summarizing the four expressions of Galilee.218 Historically this
area was dwelled by a large Gentile population (Judge 18:7, 28; 2 Kings 15:29, 17:2427). Although Jesus limits his ministry to Israel (10:5-6; 15:24), he begins his ministry in
the region with many Gentiles. He encounters with many Gentiles and heals them. This
foreshadows the Great Commission to “all nations” in 28:19.219 Although Jesus does not
actively try to reach the Gentiles during his earthly ministry, the mission to the Gentiles
in Mt 28:19 is not a sudden change of direction of his ministry, but it is based upon the

217

Carson, “Matthew,” 117.

218

This phrase is thought to be the key point for the quotation of Isa 9:1-2. See Luz, Matthew 1-7,
158; Gundry, Matthew, 60; Morris, Matthew, 81; Davies and Allison, Matthew 1-7, 383.
219

Hagner, Matthew 1-7, 73; Carson, “Matthew,” 117, Morris, Matthew, 82; Davies and Allison,
Matthew 1-7, 385; Luz, Matthew 1-7, 158; Gundry, 60; Nolland, Matthew, 173.

238
fulfillment of a biblical perspective: Isa 9:1-2.220
Mt 4:23-25// Mk 1:39 A Preaching Journey in Galilee
This inclusio along with 9:35 serves the initial stage of Jesus’ ministry, including
Jesus’ teaching, preaching and healing activities. The text indicates that not only the Jews
but also the Gentiles followed Jesus when he started his ministry: “News about him
spread all over Syria…Large crowds from Galilee, the Decapolis, Jerusalem, Judea and
the region across the Jordan followed him (Italic mine).”
Mark 3:7-8 7Kai. o` VIhsou/j meta. tw/n maqhtw/n auvtou/ avnecw,rhsen pro.j
th.n qa,lassan( kai. polu. plh/qoj avpo. th/j Galilai,aj Îhvkolou,qhsenÐ\ kai.
avpo. th/j VIoudai,aj (Jesus departed with his disciples to the sea, and a great
multitude from Galilee followed him); 8kai. avpo. ~Ierosolu,mwn kai. avpo. th/j
VIdoumai,aj kai. pe,ran tou/ VIorda,nou kai. peri. Tu,ron kai. Sidw/na( plh/qoj
polu, avkou,ontej o[sa evpoi,ei h=lqon pro.j auvto,n (hearing all that he was
doing, they came to him in great numbers from Judea, Jerusalem, Idumea,
beyond the Jordan, and the region around Tyre and Sidon).
Matt48:25 5 kai. hvkolou,qhsan auvtw/| o;cloi polloi. avpo. th/j Galilai,aj kai.
Dekapo,lewj kai. ~Ierosolu,mwn kai. VIoudai,aj kai. pe,ran tou/ VIorda,nou
(And great crowds followed him from Galilee, the Decapolis, Jerusalem,
Judea, and from beyond the Jordan).
In Mark the multitude follows Jesus from Galilee at the beginning, and then all over the
region. However, the mix of Jewish and Gentile cities in Matthew illustrates Matthew’s
description of Jesus as the evangelist to the Gentiles as well as to the Jews. According to
the Senior, The Gentiles as well as the Jews form the audience of the Sermon on the
Mount.
Matthew includes people from "all Syria" and the "Decapolis" among the
crowds who come to Jesus immediately prior to the Sermon on the Mount.
This seems to imply that both Gentiles and Jews are among those who first
experience Jesus' healings, whose presence prompts the first great
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discourse of Matthew's Gospel.221
This shows that the Gentiles are also included in the crowds who experienced Jesus’
teaching and healing from the beginning. Matthew’s pro-Gentile perspective can be
observed here; the Gentiles are not only interested in the messianic grace of healing but
also the messianic teaching about the heavenly kingdom. Matthew’s concern about the
Gentiles continues, even if though it is indirect.
Mt 10:5-6 The Sending out of the Twelve
5

Tou,touj tou.j dw,deka avpe,steilen o` VIhsou/j paraggei,laj auvtoi/j le,gwn( Eivj o`do.n
evqnw/n mh. avpe,lqhte kai. eivj po,lin Samaritw/n mh. eivse,lqhte (These twelve Jesus sent out
with the following instructions: "Go nowhere among the Gentiles, and enter no town of
the Samaritans), 6poreu,esqe de. ma/llon pro.j ta. pro,bata ta. avpolwlo,ta oi;kou VIsrah,l
(but go rather to the lost sheep of the house of Israel).
In this special Matthean addition to the mission speech, Matthew clarifies that the
travels of the disciples will stay in Palestine. Yet, it is clear that Jesus is ready to respond
to the Gentiles who live there, among the Jewish people.
Mt 12:15-21// Mk 3:13-19 Accusations against Jesus
Matthew again demonstrates his pro-Gentile perspective through his formula
quotation: Isa 42:1-4. The quotation draws the whole picture of Jesus’ ministry at the
beginning of separation between Jesus and Judaism in the middle of the gospel.222
Matthew probably wants to remind his readers of Jesus’ character again as the servant of
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the Lord: gentleness, mercy, nonviolence and love.223 This is God’s will and Jesus obeys
to it without any compromise, hesitance, or resistance.
The reason God chose Jesus as his servant is the proclamation of ‘justice’ to the
Gentiles (12:18). While kri,siς is frequently translated as ‘judgment’, here it has a
positive connotation in the context (cf. v. 21) and is generally translated as ‘justice’ like
the case of Mt 23:23.224 This means that the gospel of salvation will include the Gentiles,
and therefore foreshadows the mission to the Gentiles in 28:19. This Gentile inclusion to
salvation is emphasized once more at the end of the quotation: “The Gentiles will hope in
his name (12:21).” It is astonishing that the Gentiles put their hope in the Messiah’s
name. This verse shows that the Gentiles are not excluded from salvation; through Jesus
the Gentiles as well as the Jews can find salvation.
This quotation also emphasizes that Jesus’ mission to the Gentiles is based upon
the Scripture like Mt 4:12-17. It expresses the Gentiles as having God’s concern as the
objects of salvation. Jesus’ role is bringing salvation to the peoples of whole nations
according to the will of the Father. In this sense, e;qnh had better be translated as ‘all
nations’ including Israel rather than the Gentiles only.225 The Gentiles are just next to the
Jews in the order of salvation.
Mt 12:38-42// Q 11:29, 30-32 Against Seeking for Signs
This pericope illustrates a contrast between the faithlessness of the Pharisees/
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scribes and the faithfulness of the Ninevites/ Queen of Sheba. The Ninevites repented
when they heard Jonah’s preaching about the heavenly kingdom; the Queen of Sheba
came a long way to hear Solomon’s wisdom. But the Pharisees and scribes, who
represent the wicked and adulterous generation, are seeking evidence after evidence, even
though they have witnessed far more evidence from ‘one greater than Jonah and
Solomon’ than the Gentiles had from Jonah and Solomon. Jesus criticizes them for
unfaithfulness, using the story of Jonah. Jesus’ final sign for the Messiahship will be his
resurrection after three days in the tomb. This story, which contrasts the faithlessness of
the Jews and the faith of the Ninevites like the four Gentile women in the genealogy, is
another example of Matthew’s pro-Gentile perspective. Here we meet again the theme of
faithful Gentiles and unfaithful Jews.226
Mt 15:21-28// Mk 7:24-30 The Syrophoenician Woman
This pericope defines the boundary of Jesus’ ministry along with Mt 10:5-6: “the
lost sheep of the house of Israel (15:24).”227 At the same time, Jesus discloses himself as
the promised Messiah for Israel: “I was sent only to the lost sheep of Israel (Ouvk
avpesta,lhn eiv mh. eivj ta. pro,bata ta. avpolwlo,ta oi;kou VIsrah,l).” What Matthew added to
the Markan text is the conversation between Jesus and his disciples (15:22-24). When the
disciples asked Jesus to send away the Canaan woman because of her continuous
shouting for help, Jesus confirms their rejection of the woman with that he was sent only
to Israel as he taught them to go to Israel in 10:5-6. This addition re-emphasizes the
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boundary of Jesus’ ministry within Israel after Mt 10:5-6.
However, Jesus also shows his mercy to this Gentile woman when he sees her
faith:228 "Woman, great is your faith! Let it be done for you as you wish (V/W gu,nai(
mega,lh sou h` pi,stij\ genhqh,tw soi w`j qe,leij)." This woman is not qualified for any
claim on the God of the covenant. But she asks for grace with great faith229 and her
request is finally granted. She clearly understands that salvation comes from the Jews (Jn
4:22): “Even the dog eats the crumbs that fall from their masters’ table (v. 27).” As the
dog should wait for a crump from the masters’ table, the kingdom and its benefit must be
offered first to Israel. Of course, this rule is not to be unbroken as we already saw in the
miracle story of a centurion. Jesus has no ethnic boundary in healing as the Messiah;
Jesus already showed his willingness to visit a Gentile’s house for healing. After all, the
Gentiles are not excluded from God’s salvation.
The theological issue of this story is that God remains faithful to his covenant
with Israel as Jesus twice emphasizes his coming for Israel’s lost sheep.230 Jesus
continues his mission to Israel in spite of the severe oppositions from Israel’s leaders.
Here we can observe Matthew’s solid confidence that Israel is at the center of God’s
salvation. Only when Israel rejects the Messiah by killing him on the cross, God turns to
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the Gentiles. Jesus’ engagement with the Canaan woman is a precursory signal of this
coming grace of God in Mt 28:19.231
Jesus has not confined God within the borders of Israel, but has let himself
be moved by the faith of the gentile woman. For the Matthean community
that is separated from Israel, this confirmed by Jesus’ example the
possibility of seeking a new life and a new field of endeavor among the
Gentiles.
Mt 15:29-39// Mk 7:31-8:10 The Feeding of the Four Thousand
There have been debates whether the four thousand people of Jesus’ feeding story
are Jews or Gentiles. According to the analysis of J. R. C. Cousland232 there are two
groups of scholars who support the Jews233 and scholars who support the Gentiles.234 The
key issue in solving the problem is 1) topography of Jesus’ travels; 2) how to interpret the
people’s praise of ‘God of Israel’ in 15:31. Cousland concludes that the recipients of the
miracle are the Gentiles based upon (1) the feeding took place on the deserted mountain,
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(2) ‘the God of Israel’ seems odd to the mouth of the Jews.235 Because this miracle
happens at a Gentile area, we can say that some Gentiles are included. Although Jesus’
ministry is apparently limited to Israel, he voluntarily performs another miracle to the
Gentiles out of mercy just after the Canaan woman (15:21-28). This story illustrates that
Jesus’ mercy is not limited to Israel.
Mt 25:31-46 The Final Judgment
In the conclusion of the apocalyptic discourse in Mt 23-25, the criteria for
punishment and reward are suggested: helping one of the least ones or not. What is
important in this text is that the coming judgment is not limited only to the Jews. In
25:32, Matthew emphasizes that the Gentiles also can receive rewards along with the
Jews: “All the nations will be gathered before him [Son of Man] (sunacqh,sontai
e;mprosqen auvtou/ pa,nta ta. e;qnh).” This Matthean text shows that the Gentiles can join
God’s salvation by helping the disciples in need. This addition of the Gentiles to the
judgment objects according to their deeds is important in the salvation history for “it
serves to connect the judgment scene with the climactic Gentile mission, which
concludes the gospel and reveals the overriding interest of the writer.”236 By including the
Gentiles in the judgment passage, Matthew wants to share the new perspective about the
Gentiles with his readers: the Gentiles should stand before the Son of Man because they
are also meant to be welcomed.237
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Mt 27:45-56// Mk 15:33-41 The Death on the Cross
Jesus’ earthly ministry comes to an end with the death on the cross. As Matthew
describes that the Gentiles witnessed the birth of the Messiah and worshipped baby Jesus,
he also paints that the centurion and his soldiers witness the death of Jesus and
confidently acknowledge that Jesus is truly the Son of God (27:54). They know that there
is something in Jesus’ death;238 ironically the death of Jesus proves his divinity to the
Gentiles. The portents of darkness, the earthquake and the resurrection of the dead cause
them to be terrified and confess Jesus’ deity. This acknowledgement of the Gentiles about
Jesus’ identity is contrasted with the Jews who ridiculed, mocked and finally killed him.
Now it is not surprising to see in the coming final scene that Jesus expands his mission to
the Gentiles after resurrection; God does not exclude them from salvation and they have
already shown faiths in Jesus.
Mt 28:16-20 The Great Commission
Matthew’s pro-Gentile perspective is climaxed in the Great Commission at the
end of the gospel. The universal blessing of Abraham now comes true through the
mission of the church: Go and make disciples of all nations (poreuqe,ntej ou=n
maqhteu,sate pa,nta ta. e;qnh; 28:19). There are two different interpretations about the
objects of the mission (pa,nta ta. e;qnh): 1) all nations including the Jews,239 2) all
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Gentiles excluding the Jews.240 It seems correct that the world mission includes the Jews
due to Jesus’ universal ruling “to all nations” and not movement from the Jews to the
Gentiles. The Jews are included. After the resurrection of Jesus,241 his initial ministry
which was exclusively focused on the Jews is now turning to the world mission.
Jesus has received all authority in heaven and on earth after the resurrection. He
commands his disciples to teach all nations to obey everything he has commanded them.
Jesus has the divine authority of controlling the nature and forgiving sins and gave the
power of healing to his disciples. There is no change in his authority, power or teaching.
Instead, the sphere of his authority, power and teaching is now expanded to the universe
of heaven and earth.242 As the resurrected Lord, Jesus now commissions. This marks a
turning point in salvation history.243 Jesus’ universal authority changes his disciples’ local
mission into a universal one.
However, the change is not a simple expansion of Jesus’ ministry; the Jews have
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lost their priority as the chosen people and have become just one among all nations.244
Now that the Jews do not live in Jerusalem any more after 70AD, the main target of the
Matthean community’s mission is the Gentiles in Syria according to Jesus’ command of
the universal mission. This implies that the prohibition of the Gentile mission in 10:5-6 is
terminated after Jesus’ resurrection and a new world mission era is opened. Of course,
this turning is not a perfectly new one; as we have already seen above, Matthew
frequently foreshadowed the pro-Gentile perspective with a plenty of examples in the
previous texts. As Senior comments, Matthew carefully inserts into his gospel "the
Gentiles who respond favorably to Jesus and thus become harbingers of Gentile
participation in the Christian community in the role of exemplars."245
This change shows the fulfillment of the universal blessing promised to Abraham
in Gen 12:3, 18:18, 22:18. Now the universal blessing of Abraham is bringing forth to the
Gentiles as well as to the Jews. Thus the goal of the disciples is to make disciples of all
peoples everywhere without any discrimination. Here disciples do not designate only the
eleven disciples; Jesus’ discipleship is practiced by every person through whom his
commandments are kept, whether Jew or Gentile.246 They are the heirs of the heavenly
kingdom.
Conclusion
Thus Matthew’s readiness to include the Gentiles in Jesus’ ministry can be found
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everywhere from the beginning to the end of the gospel. Senior summarizes this tendency
as follows;247
Viewed cumulatively, these references to Gentiles [1:1, 2-16; 2:1-12;
4:12-16, 23-26; 8:5-13; 11:20-24; 12:18-21, 38-41; 15:21-28; 20:1-16;
21:43; 22:1-14; 24:14; 25:31-46; 27:19, 54; 28:16-20] are a substantial
underlying motif of Matthew's Gospel……They appear in virtually every
major segment of the gospel story: in the opening title of the narrative, in
the infancy narrative, at the beginning of Jesus' public ministry, at several
points in his public ministry in Galilee, during his final teachings in the
temple of Jerusalem, in the passion narrative, and in the concluding scene
of the gospel.

The Third Stage: Jesus’ Mercy in the Healing of Peter’s Mother-in-Law (Mt 8:14-15)
Mk 1:29-31 29Kai. euvqu.j evk th/j sunagwgh/j evxelqo,ntej h=lqon eivj th.n oivki,an
Si,mwnoj kai. VAndre,ou meta. VIakw,bou kai. VIwa,nnou (As soon as they left the synagogue,
they entered the house of Simon and Andrew, with James and John). 30h` de. penqera.
Si,mwnoj kate,keito pure,ssousa( kai. euvqu.j le,gousin auvtw/| peri. auvth/j (Now Simon's
mother-in-law was in bed with a fever, and they told him about her at once). 31kai.
proselqw.n h;geiren auvth.n krath,saj th/j ceiro,j\ kai. avfh/ken auvth.n o` pureto,j( kai.
dihko,nei auvtoi/j (He came and took her by the hand and lifted her up. Then the fever left
her, and she began to serve them).
Mt 8:14-15 14Kai. evlqw.n o` VIhsou/j eivj th.n oivki,an Pe,trou ei=den th.n penqera.n
auvtou/ beblhme,nhn kai. pure,ssousan (14When Jesus entered Peter's house, he saw his
mother-in-law lying in bed with a fever); 15kai. h[yato th/j ceiro.j auvth/j( kai. avfh/ken
auvth.n o` pureto,j( kai. hvge,rqh kai. dihko,nei auvtw/| (15he touched her hand, and the fever
left her, and she got up and began to serve him).
Introduction
In the third story, Jesus’ mercy comes to its climax in a small and private manner.
Jesus touches a sick woman’s hand in spite of no request of healing. There is nobody who
is not significant to Jesus’ ministry. Jesus’ mercy reaches out weak, silent and forgotten
people. Jesus has compassion and suffers heartedly for those people who are suffering
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from diseases, and he heals every disease he encounters with as the healing Messiah.
The first overall redaction of Matthew to Mark’s story is the way he has changed
his structure. We will present this discussion here and then discuss its significance. This
story, one of the shortest miracle stories in Matthew 8-9, is composed of two verses.248
But, as Wainwright analyzes, this story has ‘the compositional structure of motifs
common to miracle stories’ (i.e., the introductory motifs – expositional motif – central
motif – final motif), the model of which was developed by G. Theissen.249
This story is often analyzed to have a beautiful chiastic structure.250 But there are
some differences in detail between the scholars. For example, B. Gerhardsson, Hagner,
Turner and Hendrickx follow B. Olsson’s chiastic structure, which focuses on Jesus’
touch as the turning point.251
Figure 2. Olsson’s Chiastic structure of Mt 8:14-15
A. He saw his mother-in-law
Jesus
B. Lying sick,
C. Having a fever
D. He touched her hand, --------------------------------C’ And the fever left her,
B’ And she rose
A’ And she served him.
The Woman

The Woman

Jesus
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Gerhardsson observes a high degree of sophistication in Matthew’ redaction of Mark. He
finds a short but well organized drama in this short story: “when Jesus comes to a sick
person she is saved through the contact with him and becomes his devotee.”252 That is
Gerhardson sees the miracle of Jesus’ touch as the most important moment. All actions
lead to it and all results flow from it. Hagner also sees “the carefully contrived structure
upon the material in abbreviating the Markan tradition.”253 But the problem of this
analysis is that the supposed parallelism is artificial. According to this analysis, the
contrast between Jesus’ behavior and that of the woman occurs before and after Jesus’
touch. In other words, Jesus’ touch becomes the turning point of this chiastic structure.
But this understanding, especially the division of ABC is not natural. Jesus’ touch is also
Jesus’ action like coming and seeing.
Wainwright’s chiastic structure focuses on the fever. According to her, the
contrast occurs before and after the departure of the fever.254
Wainwright’s Chiastic Structure of Mt 8:14-15
(In the house of Peter; Kai. evlqw.n o` VIhsou/j eivj th.n oivki,an Pe,trou)
A. ei=den th.n penqera.n auvtou/ beblhme,nhn kai. pure,ssousan\
B. kai. h[yato th/j ceiro.j auvth/j(
C. kai. avfh/ken auvth.n o` pureto,j(
B’kai. hvge,rqh
A’ kai. dihko,nei auvtw/|Å

Jesus
Jesus
Fever
Woman
Woman

A series of Jesus’ behaviors (seeing and touching) brings a healing of the fever and the
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healing brings a series of the woman’s behaviors (getting up and serving). Clearly this
analysis gives a better explanation about the contrast between Jesus’ behaviors before the
healing of the fever and the woman’s behaviors after the healing. But this analysis
neglects Jesus’ coming to Peter’s house as a setting of the story.
Meanwhile, Davies and Allison give attention to Matthew’s love of triad.
According to them, Matthew divides the story into two halves: Jesus’ action and the
result.255
The Triadic Structure of Mt8:14-15
8.14-5a
8.14a
8.14b
8.15a

Jesus’ actions
He comes into the house
He sees Peter’s mother-in-law
He touches her hand

8.15b-d
8.15b
8.15c
8.15d

The result
The fever leaves
The woman rises
The woman serves Jesus

Davies and Allison focus on the six main verbs: three main verbs associated with Jesus
(come –see – touch) and the three main verbs associated with the woman and her healing
(leave – get up – serve).256
The structure of Wainwright and that of Davies & Allison have their limits in
finding the main theme. Wainwright focuses on the cure of the fever and Davies and
Allison accentuate the contrast between Jesus’ actions and the result. However,
Wainwright’s analysis misses the core (i.e., Jesus) of the story by focusing on the healing
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of the fever and the model of Davies and Allison loses the sophisticated parallelism in
this story. The story’s structure may be modified as having an ABCC’B’A,’ i.e.,
Matthew’s Three Stage Progression structure as follows.
MTSP Structure of Mt 8:14-15
A. Kai. evlqw.n o` VIhsou/j eivj th.n oivki,an Pe,trou
B. ei=den th.n penqera.n auvtou/ beblhme,nhn kai. pure,ssousan\
C. kai. h[yato th/j ceiro.j auvth/j(
C’ kai. avfh/ken auvth.n o` pureto,j(
B’ kai. hvge,rqh
A’ kai. dihko,nei auvtw/|Å
This structure has some strong points in explaining the story’s theme. First of all,
this structure emphasizes on Jesus’ power over the disease (CC’). When Jesus touches the
woman’s hand, the fever leaves her. This theme is prevailing in the whole miracle stories,
and especially over the first cluster. This theme is explained why Jesus comes to this
world: to take our infirmities and carry out our diseases (8:17).
Second, each parallel (AA’, BB’ and CC’) shows a good contrast. In AA’
parallels, Jesus visits Peter’s house (A) to be served (A’). When Jesus fixes the problem
in BB’ and CC’, the woman continues to serve Jesus. In BB’ parallels, the woman is
lying with fever, but she soon gets up when Jesus heals her fever. In CC’ parallels, Jesus
touches her and immediately the fever leaves her.
Third, we can observe two cycles of MTSP structures. When Jesus comes to
Peter’s house, he sees his mother-in-law lying with fever and touches her hand. This
structure is composed according to a logical order (come – see – touch). Of course, the
climax is Jesus’ touching of the woman in fever. The result of Jesus’ action is also
arranged according to the development of the story. Jesus’ touch brought immediate
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healing (the leave of the fever), and she could get up by herself without any help. Then,
she could serve Jesus without any pain as expected at the beginning of the story. In the
analysis of this story, we will use this MTSP model.
Jesus’ Compacted Action
A. Kai. evlqw.n o` VIhsou/j eivj th.n oivki,an Pe,trou (when Jesus entered Peter's house)
Mk 1:29 Kai. euvqu.j evk th/j sunagwgh/j evxelqo,ntej h=lqon eivj th.n oivki,an Si,mwnoj kai.
VAndre,ou meta. VIakw,bou kai. VIwa,nnou (As soon as they left the synagogue, they entered
the house of Simon and Andrew, with James and John).
In Mark the story begins with coming from the synagogue, where Jesus healed a
person with an unclean spirit. However, in Matthew Jesus comes to Peter’s house in
Capernaum after healing a centurion’s servant. In this scene we cannot see any people
such as the disciple or the crowd except Jesus. Here only Jesus is emphasized. While in
Mark Jesus’ name is not used, Matthew starts the sentence with Jesus’ name. This gives
the impression that only Jesus is entering Peter’s house. The effect that only Jesus’ name
is used here is the simplification of the story.
B. ei=den th.n penqera.n auvtou/ beblhme,nhn kai. pure,ssousan (He saw his mother-in-law
lying in bed with a fever)
Mk 1:30 h` de. penqera. Si,mwnoj kate,keito pure,ssousa( kai. euvqu.j le,gousin auvtw/| peri.
auvth/j (Now Simon's mother-in-law was in bed with a fever, and they told him about her
at once).
When Jesus enters Peter’s house, he saw his mother-in-law lying with a fever. If
she is not sick, she would be probably standing while serving the guests including Jesus.
But the expectation is broken. The story gives the impression that Jesus comes directly to
the woman, because he knows that she is sick. Even though no intercession is made,
Jesus acknowledges her illness: she is lying in bed with a fever. This leads Jesus to
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become the initiator.
According to Theissen, Mark and Luke generally tend to have three fields of
principal characters, subsidiary characters and miracle-worker, but Matthew frequently
empties the field of subsidiary character.257 In the Matthean story of Peter’s mother-inlaw, Jesus’ followers and the disciples (i.e., the subsidiary characters)258 are absent. The
effect of this reduction of subsidiary characters is a reduction of the intercession of the
disciples requesting Jesus to heal the woman.259
These cuts are not accidental; a Jesus who engages in conversation does
not fit the picture of the miracle-worker who acts with divine authority.
Jesus does not ask questions, does not discuss, does not issue orders
through intermediaries; he makes summary, firm decisions.
Because a divine miracle worker has complete knowledge and power, he does not need
any help. By compressing the miracle stories by focusing on the miracle worker,
Matthew can emphasize more strongly the sovereignty of Jesus.
The seriousness of the fever in the first century tends to be ignored. A fever is a
lethal disease which is easily associated with death.260 This serious disease could be a
matter of life or death to Peter’s mother-in-law, even though the text is silent about the
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seriousness of her disease.261 The fever is a physical disease which shows our weakness
like leprosy or paralysis to the author of Matthew.262 As a fever is called ‘fire in the
bones’ in some rabbinic literature,263 Jesus is watching a woman being fired in her bone,
but his watching is not that of disinterest but that of mercy. He is not waiting for any
intercession or request. He takes the initiative.264 This miracle story is something humble,
quite, private and lowly. It shows that Jesus does not have to be with men and dramatic
miracles. Jesus is compassionate and merciful.
C. kai. h[yato th/j ceiro.j auvth/j (He touched her hand).
Mk 1:31a kai. proselqw.n h;geiren auvth.n krath,saj th/j ceiro,j (He came and took her by
the hand and lifted her up).
In Mark, Jesus did not see Peter’s mother-in-law until his disciples told him about
her. Only when he heard about the woman, did Jesus come to her bed. Then Jesus took
her hand and lifts her up (h;geiren auvth.n krath,saj th/j ceiro,j). However, in Matthew,
Jesus comes straight to her bed without any intervention and touches her hand (h[yato th/j
ceiro.j auvth/j). This is the climax of Jesus’ action (come – see – touch).
Jesus’ action of touching the woman has two aspects. One of them is that Jesus’
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touch demonstrates his mercy. For most people, senior women would not be seen as
important. What she shares with the leper and the centurion is a marginalization
socially.265 The subordinate position of women in the first century is well known. She is
not named in the story, but this social boundary is not Jesus’ concern. Matthew’s Jesus
treats the elderly woman more gently with mercy.
Another aspect of Jesus’ touch is that it reveals Jesus’ authority over the
disease.266 Jesus simply touches the woman’s hand to heal her. This is probably because
Matthew wanted to correct Jesus’ image about healing power in Mark. In Mark, Jesus
takes her hand and lifts her up (h;geiren auvth.n krath,saj th/j ceiro,j), but this gives the
impression that the healing occurs when Jesus coercively raises her up; in other words,
the cure becomes noticeable after raising up.267 However, Matthew’s Jesus merely
touches the woman’s hand (h[yato th/j ceiro.j auvth/j), and the touch perfectly brings back
her health enough for the woman to get up by herself and serve Jesus. Clearly Matthew’s
description about Jesus’ healing power gives the impression of more powerful authority
to Jesus.
The Result of Jesus’ Action
The results of Jesus’ action (come – see – touch) are arranged progressively
according to the order of occurrences. When Jesus touches the woman, the fever leaves
her. When the fever leaves her, she gets up by herself. When she arises, she begins to
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serve Jesus. All those results occur almost at the same time; but they are arranged
progressively to emphasize Jesus’ authoritative healing.
C’. kai. avfh/ken auvth.n o` pureto,j (And the fever left her)
Mk 1:31b kai. avfh/ken auvth.n o` pureto,j (then the fever left her).
B’kai. hvge,rqh (And she got up).
Mk 1:31 No parallel.
Those two sections confirm Jesus’ miracle. As soon as Jesus touches the woman’s
hand, the fever is gone and now the woman is able to get up on her own power. Jesus’
healing is immediate and perfect. She was lying because of the fever before Jesus’ touch
(B), but now she got up by herself (B’).
In the C’ parallel, Matthew copies the Markan text. Here he emphasizes that the
healing is immediate. As soon as Jesus touches the woman, the fever is gone. Here the
word “leave (avfh/ken)” had better be interpreted as a metaphorical expression
personifying the fever rather than an expression of exorcism.268 While this word itself is
ambiguous,269 the context supports metaphorical interpretation: 1) Jesus does not rebuke,
2) Jesus merely touches the woman’s hand. As Jesus touches the woman’s hand, now the
fever is gone as the parallel. The proof that the fever left the woman is to come in the
next stage.
In the B’ parallel, Matthew clarifies that the woman arises by herself (cf. 9:19).270
This emphasizes the perfect healing of Jesus at a simple touch. However, by using the
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passive form (hvge,rqh) of ἐvgeι,rω, the fact is also emphasized that ultimately Jesus has
raised her up.271 In Mark, grabbing her hand and lifting her up is the preliminary behavior
of the healing; in Matthew touch is the pre-condition of healing. As the result of the
healing, the woman can get up without Jesus’ action of lifting up. As the result of that,
the woman is not only healed completely but also recovered to her full vigor.272 While
Jesus saw the woman lying in bed before the healing, Now Jesus is seeing the woman
arising by herself as the parallel.
A’. kai. dihko,nei auvtw/| (And began to serve him)
Mk 1:31b kai. dihko,nei auvtoi/jÅ (and she began to serve them).
Now the woman’s health is recovered enough to serve. When Jesus came to
Peter’s house, the woman was lying on bed (A). Now she can resume what she could not
do when Jesus came (A’).273
The woman’s service reveals two things. First, it proves the woman’s complete
and quick restoration: full health and vigor.274 After Jesus’ touch, the woman is able to
not only get up by herself but also serve Jesus. This demonstrates her perfect recovery
and therefore Jesus’ sovereign authority over the disease.
Second, she is a precursor of an ideal feminine model of service. The motif of the
woman’s service is gratitude for Jesus’ merciful healing. Matthew changes ‘them (the
271

Nolland, Matthew, 359.

272

Morris, Matthew, 197; Turner, Matthew, 234.

273

Nolland, Matthew, 359. This sentence makes a perfect parallel with A (“When Jesus came to
Peter’s house”).
274

Davis and Allison, Matthew 8-18, 32.

259
disciples; auvtoi/j)’ of Mark 1:31 into ‘him (Jesus; auvtw/).’ The woman’s service is focused
only on Jesus. The feminine service to Jesus emerges in 27:55 as an important activity to
Jesus’ ministry.275
Summary of Redactional Changes of 8:14-15
Jesus’ mercy as the healing Messiah is highlighted in the third story. His mercy is
given even to forgotten people; everyone is significant to Jesus’ ministry. It is not God’s
will to lose any of little ones (18:14). Jesus has compassion for those who suffer, and he
heals every disease he encounters with. Jesus’ status comes from his being presented as
the fulfillment of Isa 53:4.
This story shows some special features as the third miracle story. First of all, this
story is located in a different context from that of Mark. In Mark, this story (1:29-31)
follows the story of Jesus’ exorcism of a man with an unclean spirit in Capernaum (1:2128). Those two stories occur on the first day of Jesus’ public life in Galilee. On the
Sabbath day Jesus heals a paralytic in the synagogue of Capernaum and then comes to
Peter’s house to heal his mother-in-law. Those two stories are two concrete examples of
exorcism (1:21-28) and healing (1:29-31) of the conclusion in vs. 32-34: “Jesus healed
many who had various diseases. He also drove out many demons.” However, in Matthew,
those two miracles are arranged into different clusters so that they have perfectly
different contexts and roles. Finding the reason why those two stories are relocated as
they are in Matthew is important in understanding the intention of the author as we will
explain later.
Second, as usual, Matthew abbreviated much part of Mark’s story so that the
275
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focus is on Jesus alone. All descriptions about disciples are omitted so that Jesus alone
comes to Peter’s house. Jesus heals Peter’s mother-in-law in spite of no request from her
or the disciples as in Mark 1:29-31. Jesus is also described merely to touch the hand of
Peter’s mother-in-law instead of grasping her hand and lifting her up. Jesus is shown to
be very gentle and respectful in his treatment. The result of this abbreviation is the story’s
heavy concentration on Jesus.276 While Mark never uses the name of Jesus in this
pericope, Jesus is the subject of the first three main verbs in Matthew. After Jesus comes,
sees and touches Peter’s mother-in-law, she is cured, gets up and serves Jesus. Matthew’s
abbreviation of Mark has not only formal causes but also reflects theological thoughts as
we will discuss below.277
Third, Jesus’ mercy is also emphasized in this story. When Jesus sees the woman
lying in bed with a fever, he heals her by touching her hand without hesitation.278 Jesus,
full of compassion to the sinners, does not wait for the request. In addition, Jesus’ healing
was done secretly. The text describes that there is nobody in the room except Jesus and
the woman. Nobody asked Jesus to heal the woman, and nobody saw the miracle. Only
the woman knows about it. This shows Jesus’ compassion to everyone who has infirmity
or disease regardless of gender or request.
Fourth, there is no limit in Jesus’ authority over diseases. Jesus’ healing method
does not matter. Sometimes Jesus touches and speaks, or speaks at a distance to heal the
276
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patients. This time Jesus simply touches the woman’s hand, but it results in another
amazing healing.
In sum, Jesus’ mercy extends to marginalized and forgotten people. He heals
every disease he encounters with as the merciful healing Messiah, whether he or she
asks or not.
Conclusion: Mt 8:16-17// Mk 1:32-34
16

VOyi,aj de. genome,nhj prosh,negkan auvtw/| daimonizome,nouj pollou,j\ kai. evxe,balen
ta. pneu,mata lo,gw| kai. pa,ntaj tou.j kakw/j e;contaj evqera,peusen. 17o[pwj plhrwqh/| to.
r`hqe.n dia. VHsai<ou tou/ profh,tou le,gontoj( Auvto.j ta.j avsqenei,aj h`mw/n e;laben kai. ta.j
no,souj evba,stasen
16

That evening they brought to him many who were possessed with demons; and
he cast out the spirits with a word, and cured all who were sick. 17This was to fulfill what
had been spoken through the prophet Isaiah, "He took our infirmities and bore our
diseases."
This section closes a long day of activity both in Mark and in Matthew, except for
Matthew the day starts with the Sermon on the Mount and is being finished with a
summary of Jesus’ exorcisms and healings in evening. It is the summary or conclusion of
the first cluster of the miracle stories like Mark 1:29-31.279 In the same manner, the
conclusion follows the story of Jesus’ healing of Peter’s mother-in-law.
But they are significantly different in contents.280

If Mark 1:32-34 concludes

with Jesus’ silencing of the demons, the first explanation of the Messianic secret,281 in
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Matthew this section completely avoids that focus and instead supplies a fulfillment text
designed to reveal in part the identity of Jesus as s “the promised Messiah, a living
fulfillment of Isaiah 53:4.”282 The mission of the Messiah is taking our infirmities and
carrying out our diseases. Jesus performs this mission through a lot of exorcisms and
healings. The three miracle stories in Mt 8:1-15 provide concrete examples for Matthew’s
claim that Jesus is the promised Messiah who would free us from our diseases.
16

VOyi,aj de. genome,nhj prosh,negkan auvtw/| daimonizome,nouj pollou,j\ kai.
evxe,balen ta. pneu,mata lo,gw| kai. pa,ntaj tou.j kakw/j e;contaj evqera,peusen
(That evening they brought to him many who were possessed with
demons; and he cast out the spirits with a word, and cured all who were
sick).
At the end of the first day (ỏyi,aj), many demon-possessed patients are brought to

Jesus. In Mark, the evening closes the Sabbath, and many people had been waiting
because they could not involve themselves in the work of bringing their needy on the
Sabbath, but would be obliged to rest.283 But in Matthew, Jesus worked all day long on
the mount, on the way from the mount, in Capernaum and at Peter’s house. This busy and
long day finally ends (probably in front of Peter’s house). We note that while Mark
states that Jesus healed “many”, Matthew is deliberate then in claiming that he healed
“all.” Moreover, Matthew changes the order in which the needy are mentioned, so that
the demon possessed are followed by the sick. In this way, the last statement to be made
will be that Jesus healed ‘all”, rather than Mark’s emphasis on the silencing of demons.
281
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Jesus heals all of them without exception.
As Luz explains, Matthew 8:17 performs a threefold function.284 First of all, v. 16
shows that three miracle examples in Mt 8:1-15 are just three examples of a large number
of healings and exorcisms which Jesus performed at the first day. Here, Luz offers the
reason for Matthew’s choice of three miracles as an antecedent to the claim to
Messiahship is to fulfill Leviticus 26:16 as seen above: “I will bring upon you trembling
[hl'h'B; like the paralytic’s], wasting disease [tp,x,V;; like the leper’s], and recurrent fever
[tx;D;Q;; like Peter’s mother-in-law] –plagues that will dim your eyes and steal your
breath.”285 Those three diseases then, represent all infirmities and diseases. Jesus’ mission
to heal our infirmities and diseases continues day and night. Wherever he goes, he meets
patients in need. In this verse we can confirm Jesus’ fame as a healer for all people.
Second, v. 16 reveals Jesus’ sovereign authority over all diseases. As mentioned
above, Mark claims healing only for ‘many” (v. 34a) as though there were some diseases
that Jesus could not heal. However, to Matthew, there is no disease that Jesus cannot
heal. Thus Matthew says that ‘many who were possessed with demons (ollou.j kakw/j
e;contaj poiki,laij no,soij kai. daimo,nia polla. evxe,balen)’ were brought to Jesus, and
Jesus healed ‘all who were sick (pa,ntaj tou.j kakw/j).’ Matthew’s redaction emphasizes
the universal application of Jesus’ healing.286 There is no limit in Jesus’ healing ministry.
Third, this verse prepares for the quotation in v.17, which explains the
significance of Jesus power to completely heal all who came. In Jesus’ healing activity,
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Matthew finds a divine purpose which is written in the Scripture.287 The Christological
focus of Matthew is away from some theme of hiding Jesus’ identity and reason for
power. Instead of prohibiting the demons from revealing Jesus’ identity, Matthew quotes
Isa 53:4, which explains why Jesus performs a large number of exorcisms and healings:
‘in order that the prophecy of Isaiah Prophet should be fulfilled (o[pwj plhrwqh/| to. r`hqe.n
dia. VHsai<ou tou/ profh,tou).’ After all, the ultimate purpose of Jesus’ universal healing
mission and sovereign authority in Matthew 1-16 is to fulfill Isa 53:4.
17

o[pwj plhrwqh/| to. r`hqe.n dia. VHsai<ou tou/ profh,tou le,gontoj( Auvto.j
ta.j avsqenei,aj h`mw/n e;laben kai. ta.j no,souj evba,stasen (This was to fulfill
what had been spoken through the prophet Isaiah, "He took our infirmities
and bore our diseases").
The fulfillment formula quotation is one of the most distinctive features of

Matthew that are frequently found in the Gospel of Matthew.288 The fulfillment
quotations of OT prophecies are found 10 times in Matthew (1:22-23; 2:15, 17-18, 23;
4:14-16; 8:17; 12:17-21; 13:35; 21:4-5; 27:9-10): “This was to fulfill what was spoken
through theprophet…(o[pwj plhrwqh/| to. r`hqe.n dia).” The purpose of this quotation is
Matthew’s creative interpretation that the related narrative is done for the fulfillment of
the quoted OT prophecies.289 Those quotations are basically Christocentric. Their starting
point is that Jesus is the Messiah promised by OT and Jesus faithfully fulfills what God
has promised in OT.290 Mt 8:17 is an example of the formula quotation which
287
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demonstrates that Jesus’ activity in Mt 8:1-16 is to fulfill the prophecy in Isa 53:4.
While the OT Scriptures in the other synoptic gospels are generally quoted from
the Septuagint, the formula quotations show a mixed text form. It is generally agreed that
8:17 comes directly from the Hebrew Scriptures (or at least his own).291 The text reflects
the Hebrew text (~l'b's. Wnybeaok.m;W af'n" aWh WnyEl'x\ !kea)' more than the Septuagint text (ou-toj ta.j
a`marti,aj h`mw/n fe,rei kai. peri. h`mw/n ovduna/tai). Matthew emphasizes the healing of
diseases like the Hebrew text rather than any removal of our sin or spiritual healing like
the Septuagint. This is what Matthew already narrated in the preceding text. Jesus was
described as the Messiah healing all kinds of diseases.
However, when Matthew quotes the Hebrew Scriptures, he ignores the context in
which it is found. In Isaiah the Servant suffers vicariously, bearing our sickness and pains
on himself; in Matthew Jesus heals our physical weakness by taking away infirmities and
diseases.292 This is far from any mistake on Matthew’s part, of course; only 6 out of
Matthew’s 36 words can be found in Mark: “A reasoned practice that assumes a divinely
intended correspondence between God’s saving activities at different times in the history
of redemption.”293 In other words, Matthew understands that the true meaning of the text
hidden to the original writer is revealed through the fulfillment at a certain point of time
in the redemptive history. This kind of interpretation was practiced by the Jews as well as
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the early Christians.294 The common factor of Isaiah 53:4 and Matthew 8:17 is that the
servant (i.e., Jesus) heals all kinds of diseases.
This quotation supports Matthew’s main concern that Jesus’ authority comes from
God. Jesus’ healing ministry exactly corresponds to God’s plan prophesied by Isaiah the
prophet. Here Matthew emphasizes that Jesus, as Israel’s Messiah, heals God’s people
with full authorization by God.295 Jesus’ healing mission is not for his private popularity
or fame, but according to God’s will. This quotation may be called the legitimization of
Jesus’ deeds and thus his position by appealing to the widely accepted and authoritative
Scripture.296
In sum, the conclusion of Matthew 8:16-17 emphasizes Jesus’ messianic authority
but not merely Jesus’ healing mission itself. Because the main concern of Matthew is on
the person of Jesus not his healing activity itself, this conclusion is basically
Christocentric. The disease comes from sin and thus healing is not the final goal of
salvation. Sin is the real enemy of Jesus to be conquered by the end of the story. Jesus’
death on the cross is for the forgiveness of sins (26:28), and he came for this with the
name of Jesus: “he will save his people from their sins (1:21).”
Conclusion of the First Cluster
The first cluster has its own three stage progression. As the merciful healing
Messiah in Isa 53:4 (Mt 8:17), he heals every disease he encounters with to fulfill the
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Scripture. To emphasize Jesus’ mercy, Matthew arranges three miracle stories
progressively in three stages. In the first stage, he illustrates that Jesus put mercy over the
law through the healing story of a leper. Jesus does not hesitate touching the leper in spite
of the prohibition of the law. In the second stage, Matthew demonstrates that Jesus’
mercy is not limited to the Jews. At the request of a centurion, Jesus showed his
willingness to go to the Gentile’s house to heal his servant. This shows that Jesus put
mercy over any ethnic boundary. In the third stage, Matthew draws that Jesus does not
wait for the solicitation. He takes the initiative of touching the sick mother-in-law of
Peter. This shows that Jesus feels sympathy to the forgotten and marginalized people
regardless of their social status. Through these escalating three miracle stories, Matthew
proved that Jesus is the merciful healing Messiah. These three stages may be summarized
as follows:
The First Cluster (Matthew 8:2-17): “Jesus, the Merciful Healing Messiah”
A. Jesus shows his mercy by touching the leper (Matt 8:1-4)
B. Jesus is willing to go to the centurion’s house for his mercy is not limited to the Jews
(Matt 8:5-13)
C. Jesus’ mercy includes all weak and forgotten people (Matt 8:14- 15)
* Conclusion: Jesus is the merciful healing Messiah of Isa 53:4 (Matt 8:16-17)

CHAPTER FIVE
MTSP IN THE SECOND CLUSTER
The Preface to the Cluster: The First of the Intervening Pericopae (Mt 8:18-22)
Introduction: Matthew’s Intervening Pericopae 8:18-22
In the discussion of Matthew’s ascending progression in Jesus’ identity through
the three clusters of miracle stories, it must be acknowledged that he divides them by
means of two intervening narrative pericopae, what John Meier terms ‘buffers.’1 With
all respect we would say that a close examination of the way which Matthew has chosen
the material for these intervening pericopae and their placements is for more than to
offset the three clusters in the manner of a ‘buffer.’ In Chapter Two of the dissertation,
the History of the Research, it was observed how difficult scholars find their thematic
approaches to fit once these intervening pericopae are included in the examination.
These intervening pericopae must be given their own examination for the way in which
they function in relation to the gospel agenda of Matthew, and so we will pause here and
again, before the treatment of the third cluster, to acknowledge the manner in which
Matthew has positioned this material in service to the overall development of the gospel.
The Structure of the Two Intervening Pericopae
1

Meier seems the first person who uses the word ‘buffer.’ See his commentary, Matthew
(Wilmington, DL: Michael Glazier, Inc., 1980), 80. Wainwright (Towards A Feminist Critical Reading of
the Gospel according to Matthew, 80) and Davies & Allison (Matthew 8-18, 6) also use this terminology.
Davies and Allison call the buffer as ‘boundary marker,’ which explains its function in the nine miracle
collection. This marker has the same function as the buffer in the structure of Matthew 8-9 (Matthew 8-18,
6).

268

269
[The first Cluster of Miracle Stories: Matt 8:1-9:17]
A. The First Intervening Pericopae (8:19-22): Two Examples of the Cost of
Discipleship
a. A Scribe asks to be a Disciple: “The Son of Man has no place to lay his head”
(8:19-20)
b. A Disciple Asks to Go Home to Care for his Parents: “Let the Dead bury their
own dead” (8:21-22)
[The Second Cluster of Miracle Stories: Matt 8:23- 9:8]
B. The Second Intervening Pericopae (9:9-17): Two Examples of Unconventional
Jesus as Master of Disciples
a. Jesus Calls a Tax-Collector to Discipleship: Jesus has come to call sinners
(9:9-13)
b. Jesus Proposes a New Kind of Discipleship Training: New wine into new
wineskins (9:14-17)
[The Third Cluster of Miracle Stories: Matt 9:18-35]
Here one can see that the first set simply addresses the difficulty of discipleship,
while the second attests Jesus readiness to call to discipleship those whose society would
spurn. Very interestingly, Janice C. Anderson has illustrated in her monograph,
Matthew’s Narrative Web: Over and Over and Over Again, that Matthew initiates a
theme or issue, only to show it completed, and fulfilled later, so that the listener is invited
to reflect on its meaning. For Anderson this is a main organizational device of Matthew
seen in the development of the gospel.2 For example, Matthew’s appeal to Isaiah 7:14, in
Matt 1:23 where Jesus is to be called Emmanuel (God with Us), finds its full expression
in the Great Commission in Matt 28:20 bcd: “And remember, I am with you always, to
the end of the age.”
2
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Actually, one can see that the first intervening pericopae raise the issue of the cost
of discipleship (Matt 8:19-22) which anticipates the Mission Speech of Matt 10, where
the disciples will be required to be itinerant, poor and homeless. Likewise the second
address of discipleship as open to tax collectors and others who would be considered less
than appropriate prepare for Jesus’ thanksgiving to God for these “little ones” over
against the “wise and intelligent” (11:25-30), and for his defense of them when they
are criticized by the Pharisees for not keeping the law on the Sabbath (12:1-8).
Thus the progression in the discipleship addresses through the intervening
pericopae show their progression.3 They both prepare for the Great Mission Speech,
which Matthew has placed immediately following the three miracle clusters.4
Having paused to give an overview of the way in which the two intervening
pericopae function as more than simply “buffers”, we preface our discussion of the
second miracle cluster with a more attentive treatment of the first intervening pericopae
which Matthew himself has situated between the clusters.
The First Intervening Pericopae: Two Chreiai on the Cost of Discipleship
A Scribe’s Request to Follow Jesus (8:19-20)
Matt 8:19-20 19Καὶ προσελθὼν εἷς γραμματεὺς εἶπεν αὐτῷ· Διδάσκαλε, 5
ἀκολουθήσω σοι ὅπου ἐὰν ἀπέρχῃ. 20καὶ λέγει αὐτῷ ὁ Ἰησοῦς· Αἱ ἀλώπεκες φωλεοὺς
ἔχουσι καὶ τὰ πετεινὰ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ κατασκηνώσεις, ὁ δὲ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου οὐκ ἔχει
ποῦ τὴν κεφαλὴν κλίνῃ. (19A scribe then approached and said, “Teacher I will follow
3

This progressive arrangement of the two intervening pericopae was observed by W. Cotter c.s.j
during our discussion.
4

Although it is not clear whether we can call these three sections on discipleship a MNTP
structure, the progressive arrangement clearly shows the same technique.
5

The scribe calls Jesus ‘teacher’ instead of ‘Lord,’ which shows that he is not yet a disciple.
Although its nuance is not negative, it implies an insufficient understanding of Jesus. See Hagner, Matthew
1-13, 216; Morris, Matthew, 200; Nolland, Matthew, 364-65.
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you wherever you go.” 20Jesus said to him, “Foxes have holes, and birds of the air have
nests; but the Son of Man has nowhere to lay his head).
Q 9:57-58 57kai. ei-pe,n tij auvtw/| í avkolouqh,sw soi o[pou eva.n avpe,rch . 58kai. ei-pen auvtw/| o`
Iv hsou/j í ai` avlw,pekej fwleou.j e;cousin kai. ta. peteina. tou/ ouvranou/ kataskhnw,seij , o`
de. ui`oj. tou/ avnqrw,pou ouvc ei;cei pou/ th.n kefalh.n kli,nh| (57And someone said to him: I
will follow you wherever you go. 58And Jesus said to him: Foxes have holes, and birds of
the air have nests; but the Son of Man has nowhere to lay his head).
In this first pericopae Matthew has redacted Q so that it is a Scribe who asks Jesus
to be a disciple. The first set of miracle stories has concluded with the appeal to Isaiah
53:4, “He took our infirmities and bore our diseases.” This “fulfillment” passage in
Matthew, followed by the scribe asking for discipleship cannot be accidental but suggests
that the Scribe saw a fulfillment in Jesus. Up until this point in the gospel, the Scribes
have appeared three times. They are the ones with whom Herod confers about where the
Messiah is to be born (Matt 2:4). They are used as a criterion of righteousness by Jesus in
the Sermon on the Mount (Matt 5:20) and they are used as a negative contrast when the
people praise Jesus form of teaching, which is “not like the Scribes” (Matt 7:29). So at
this point of Matthew’s gospel for a scribe to ask for discipleship brings out the plain
superiority of Jesus as a recognized spiritual leader at the very least. Matthew’s choice
of a scribe to hear this answer of Jesus cautioning that this life will be without comforts,
is shown to stand on good ground in Matthew 23:6-7 (Mk 12:38-39), where they are
presented as money hungry and power hungry. At the same time, Matt 13:52 presents
the ideal of discipleship as a scribe ‘trained for the kingdom.” Yet the castigations of the
way the practice of the scribes in Jesus’ day, contrasted with their intended role explains
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Jesus’ caution to this man. He does not understand what discipleship will mean. 6 From
now on, the Scribes in the gospel will show themselves to be accusatory, falsely fervent,
and eager for Jesus’ death.7
A Disciple’s Request to Bury His Father (Matt 9:21-22)
Matt 9:21-22 21ἕτερος δὲ τῶν μαθητῶν αὐτοῦ εἶπεν αὐτῷ· kύριε8, ἐπίτρεψόν μοι
πρῶτον ἀπελθεῖν καὶ θάψαι τὸν πατέρα μου. 22ὁ δὲ Ἰησοῦς εἶπεν αὐτῷ· avκολούθει
μοι, καὶ ἄφες τοὺς νεκροὺς θάψαι τοὺς ἑαυτῶν νεκρούς (21Another of his disciples said
to him, “Lord, let me first go and bury my father.” 22But Jesus said to him, “Follow me,
and let the dead bury their own dead”).
Q 9:59-60 59e[teroj ei-pen auvtw/| í ku,rie, evpi,treyo,n moi prw/ton avpelqei/n kai. qa,yai to.n
pate,ra mou. 60ei[pen de. auvtw/| í avkolou,qei moi kai. a;fej tou.j vnekrou,j qa,yai tou.j e`autw/n
nvekrou,j (59But another said to him, “Master [Lord] permit me first to go and bury my
father. 60But he said to him: Follow me and leave the dead to bury their dead”).
In Matthew’s use of this chreia, already connected to the first in Q, his redaction
is found in identifying the one who requests the favor from Jesus. In the Q version it is
some other person who also wishes to become a disciple but only after he takes care of
his father. Matthew has created another scenario. The first petitioner was a Scribe, one
of the religious elite who Jesus cautions on the grounds of the difficulty of the
discipleship. Now the second petitioner is one of Jesus’ own disciples. This changes
matters. The man has already made his commitment to follow Jesus, and to live without
anywhere to lay his head. But now he wants Jesus to give him leave of absence on the
grounds that he needs to take care of his father. In this case, Matthew is addressing the
6

Gundry, Matthew, 152; Hare, Matthew, 94; France, Matthew, 160; Blomberg, Matthew, 147;
Hagner, Matthew, 216; Morris, Matthew, 200-201.
7

8

See Matthew 9:3, 12:38; 15:1; 16:21; 17:10; 20:18; 21:15; 23:2, 13, 14, 15, 34; 26:57; 27:41.

Whether the Q reconstruction is correct in granting the “ku,rie to Q, the presence of this title
exactly coheres with Matthew’s custom of a disciples knowing to address Jesus as Lord, never “Teacher” ,
as Matthew has the scribe address Jesus.
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cost of constant separation from family and home. Thus Jesus’ words, hard as they are,
face the disciple with the choice he made. He must leave all that behind him, and keep
on course.
Kaufman Kohler notes that Jesus’ words have been judged as “both cruel and
senseless’ or even ‘scandalous,’9 since in antiquity it was a serious failure of a children’s
obligation to their parents. This prohibition shows a good contrast with 1 Kings 19:19-21,
in which Elijah let Elisha go to his parents to say farewell.
Some scholars have sought an answer in identifying the “dead” to whom Jesus
refers. Vernon Robbins’ article reviews the three suggestions offered10: 1) literally the
deceased,11 2) the spiritually dead,12 3) and those who regularly bury the deceased: the
gravediggers.13 What seems most probable is that the saying is an extreme expression of
the absolute dedication of the disciples, without glancing back, to respond without any
compromise.14
9

K. Kohler, The Origins of the Synagogue and the Church (New York: Macmillan Co, 1929),
212; France, Matthew, 161; M. Hengel, “On the Exegesis of Mt 8.21-22: ‘Let the dead bury their dead’,”
The Charismatic Leader and His Followers. trans. J. Greig (New York: Cross Road, 1981), 14;
10

V. K. Robbins, “Foxes, Birds, & Furrows,” in Patterns of Persuasion in the Gospels, ed. B. L.
Mack (Sonoma, Calif. : Polebridge Press, 1989), 72-73;
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T. W. Manson, Sayings of Jesus (Londson: SCM, 1949), 73; Hagner, Matthew 1-13, 218; H. G.
Klemm, “Das Wort von der Selbstbestattung der Toten,” in NTS 16 (1969), 73; B. R. McCane, “`Let the
Dead Bury Their Own Dead’ : Secondary Burial and Mt 8:21-22,” in HTR 83 (1990), 41 .
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Leiva-Merikakis, Fire of Mercy, 359.
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F. Perles, “Zwei Ubersetzungsfehler im Text der Evangelien,” ZNW 19 (1919), 96; idem, “Noch
einmal Mt 8.22, Lc 9.60 so wie Joh 20.17,” in ZNW 25 (1926), 286; C. G. Montefiore, Synoptic Gospels 2
(New York: Ktav Pub. House, 1968), 134; I. Abrahams, Studies in Pharisaism and the Gospels. Vol. 2
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1917), 183-4; M. Black, “Let the Dead Bury their Dead,” in
ExpTim 61 (1950), 219-20; G. Schwarz, “a;fej tou.j nekrou.j qa,yai tou.j e`autw/n nekrou,j,” in ZNW 72
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In sum, those two passages reveal two situations concerning the cost of
discipleship, one warning a man used to privilege and comforts that this life means the
forfeiture of both. The other addresses the faltering disciple who looks back at family
and justifies a request for separation for a time to be with his father and to be at home.
Here Jesus’ tough words recall the warning he gave to the scribe. The commitment will
be complete and without pauses for comforts, or reconsiderations of obligations to
family. The commitment is total. If those conditions cannot be met, one cannot follow
Jesus as a disciple.
The Second Cluster (8:23-9:8): “Jesus, the Divine Being”
Introduction
In the second cluster of miracle stories Matthew continues his work of revealing
Jesus’ identity; however, the main concern of the second cluster is different from that of
the first. The focus of the second trio is not so much on the mercy of Jesus, although that
is naturally present, 15 as it is on Jesus’ identity as Son of God.16 That is, there is a
progression in the revelation of Jesus’ identity underway. For his second set of miracles,
the evangelist has repositioned Markan material and redacted it. The first two miracles
are from a pairing found in Mark’s gospel, a nature miracle, “The Stilling of the Storm”
(Matt 8:18-27// Mk 4:35-41) and the “Exorcism of the Gerasene Demoniacs” (Matt 8:2834// Mk 5:1-20). For the third miracle, which climaxes the set, Matthew reaches
backwards into the Markan order to retrieve “The Healing of the Paralytic” (Matt 9:115

Jesus continues to show mercy as he saves his disciples from the storm, exorcizes two demons,
and heals a paralytic.
16

This will be explained in detail below as the main theme of the second cluster.
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8//Mk 2:1-12). There, with his special redaction, Matthew will place his own unique
emphasis on the embedded controversy story that proves Jesus’ authority on earth to
forgive sins.17
In Chapter Two a review of scholarly opinions on the rationale for this order was
provided. One example of such a rationale is that of Davies and Allison who suggest that
the organizing feature for Matthew is the dramatic reaction of the witnesses to the three
miracles.
The Responses of the witnesses to Jesus’ miracles in Cluster Two
1st miracle story: To the Stilling of the Storm
“What sort of man is this, that even the winds and the sea obey him?” (8:27).
2nd miracle story: To the Exorcism of the Demoniacs
“They begged him to leave their neighborhood” (8:34).
3rd miracle story: To the Healing of the Paralytic
“When the crowds saw it, they were filled with awe, and they glorified
God, who had given such authority to human beings” (9:8).
It is certainly true that in each of these stories the response of the witnesses is one
of awe. In the case of the Exorcism of the Demoniacs the witnesses’ awe is displayed in
a negative way, with something like real fear of Jesus. The problem is that this similarity
requires the bypassing of the differences in the character of the miracle stories grouped
there. Certainly one could argue that, as Mark links them, the astonishing nature miracle
of Jesus ordering the wind and sea to silence fits well with the subsequent exorcism story
of the two Demoniacs. With all the astonishing elements of that story, with the demons
fearful of Jesus’ power to send them to judgment “before the time”, and then their entry

17

Davies and Allison, Matthew 8-18, 66; Morris, Matthew, 204-218; Patte, Matthew, 118.
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into the pigs and drowning, this story brings out another kind of power that belongs to
Jesus, which is his command over the demons. But how then does the story of the
Healing of the Paralytic fit as the third piece? Surely he did not connect this story to the
two previous on the basis of witness amazement. Rather scholars must allow that the very
content of that third miracle takes Matthew’s reader where he wants to lead them with
respect to Jesus.
In fact, as this chapter will show, it is the issue of Jesus’ authority to forgive sins,
as the healing of the paralytic proves, that was important to Matthew as he expounded
upon Jesus’ identity beyond that of merciful Messiah to something more: Jesus’ divinity.
Thus in the first miracle, Nature is obedient to Jesus’ command and this goes beyond the
simple healing power that belongs to the merciful Messiah of Isa 53:4. This kind of
power suggests that Nature’s own elements recognize a special designation of Jesus and
acknowledge him as empowered. Again, in the second miracle story the demons that are
so fierce that no one can pass by those who are possessed by them now identify Jesus as
Son of God. Moreover, their frightened question “Have you come here to torment us
before the time?” reveals Jesus’ power to cause them suffering. Their begging of Jesus to
send them into the swine testifies to Jesus control over them. Only with Jesus’
permission do they enter the swine and in that guise go over the steep bank and drown.
With this story it is shown that it is not just Nature’s forces that recognize Jesus’
authority but also the supernatural forces that recognize the power and authority that he
has to command them. The story also points to Jesus’ power at the end time to send them
to their punishment. If the theme of the ascending order of miracles displaying Jesus’
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elevated scope of authority is followed through to the third miracle story, the controversy
pericope now embedded and united to the healing shows that the Son of Man has the
divine power to forgive sins on earth. Matthew can be sure that the listener has followed
that important progression, so that when the miracle story concludes, the statement that
the crowds “glorified God, who had given such authority to human beings” only shows
how blind they are to what the stories testify to. Jesus is more than a ‘human being’; he
is the divine being.
In this chapter we will see in detail how Matthew progressively reveals Jesus’
identity as the divine being.
Matthew’s Three Stage Progression in the Second Cluster
The main theme of the second cluster is ‘Jesus as the divine being,’ as discussed
briefly above. What is important to note, however, is that the evangelist has arranged the
three stories with an ascending declaration of Jesus’ divine power. The structure of the
second cluster of Matthew 8-9 may be summarized as follows:
Matthew’s Three Stage Progression of Cluster Two
The Second Cluster (8:23-9:8): “Jesus, the Divine Being”
1. The first stage: The stilling of the storm implies Jesus’ deity.
2. The second stage: The demons call Jesus Son of God and obey him without
resistance.
3. The third stage: Jesus himself proclaims his deity through the forgiveness of
sins.
The First Stage: Stilling the Storm (Matthew 8:23-27// Mk 4:35-41)
23

Καὶ ἐμβάντι αὐτῷ εἰς τὸ πλοῖον ἠκολούθησαν αὐτῷ οἱ μαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ. 24καὶ ἰδοὺ
σεισμὸς μέγας ἐγένετο ἐν τῇ θαλάσσῃ, ὥστε τὸ πλοῖον καλύπτεσθαι ὑπὸ τῶν κυμάτων,
αὐτὸς δὲ ἐκάθευδεν. 25καὶ προσελθόντες ἤγειραν αὐτὸν λέγοντες· κύριε, σῶσον, ἀπολλύμεθα.
26
καὶ λέγει αὐτοῖς· τί δειλοί ἐστε, ὀλιγόπιστοι; τότε ἐγερθεὶς ἐπετίμησεν τοῖς ἀνέμοις καὶ τῇ
θαλάσσῃ, καὶ ἐγένετο γαλήνη μεγάλη. 27οἱ δὲ ἄνθρωποι ἐθαύμασαν λέγοντες· ποταπός ἐστιν
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οὗτος ὅτι καὶ οἱ ἄνεμοι καὶ ἡ θάλασσα αὐτῷ ὑπακούουσιν;
23

And when he got into the boat, his disciples followed him. 24A windstorm arose
on the sea, so great that the boat was being swamped by the waves; but he was asleep.
25
And they went and woke him up, saying, "Lord, save us! We are perishing!" 26 And he
said to them, "Why are you afraid, you of little faith?" Then he got up and rebuked the
winds and the sea; and there was a dead calm. 27They were amazed, saying, "What sort
of man is this, that even the winds and the sea obey him?"
Introduction
There has been some controversy concerning whether or not the theme that reigns
in this pericope is one of Discipleship18 or Christology.19 Those who argue for a focus on
discipleship appeal to the narrative unit that is placed just before the trio of stories, Matt
8:18-22, which addresses those who volunteer for discipleship. In one case, the would-be
disciple is warned about the cost of following Jesus, while in the other one of Jesus’ own
disciples needs to be counceled to leave parents and home behind if he wishes to follow
Jesus. Thus, in the first miracle story when the disciples falter in fear, Jesus’ challenge to
them about their faith seems to be yet another teaching needed by his disciples. As
Bornkamm states in the light of Matt 8:18-27, the Stilling of the Storm is “a kerygmatic

18

Among those who support discipleship are : Bornkamm, “Stilling of the Storm,” 55; Held,
“Matthew as Interpreter,” 204; Thompson, “Reflections on Mt 8:1-9:34,” 375; Burger, “Jesu Taten nach
Matthäus 8 und 9,” 285; J. D. Kingsbury, “The Stilling of the Storm (Matthew 8:23-27),” in WWSup 1
(1992), 101-108; Hagner, Matthew 1-13, 222; Davies and Allison, Matthew 8-18, 73; Gundry,
Matthew,156; Schweizer, Matthew, 221; Morris, Matthew, 206; Hare, Matthew, 96; France, Matthew, 162;
Turner, Matthew, 243.
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Matthew, 156; Carson, “Matthew,” 215; David W. Baker, “the wind and the waves,” in ATJ 34 (2002), 25;
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Tossed Sea,” in Interpretation 16 (1962), 169-76; D. J. Harrington, Mark (New York; W. H. Sadlier, 1983),
143.

279
paradigm about the danger and glory of discipleship.”20 Following Bornkamm,21 many
scholars interpret this miracle story as the extension of the theme in Mt 8:18-22. Held
divides all nine miracle stories in 8-9 into three divisions influenced by Mt 8:18-9:17 and
identifies their focus as ‘discipleship.’22
Other scholars influenced by arguments in favor of discipleship as the main theme
interpret the Stilling of the Storm as a kind of lesson to the listener on faithful
discipleship and confidence in the church. The boat is discussed as a symbol of the
church in danger of “the storm,” that is, the political challenges to its existence. The story
teaches that as long as Jesus is in the boat, understood as the Church, no force can destroy
it. Jesus’ challenge to the disciples about their lack of faith forms the lesson to be learned
from the story.
Some scholars, Luz among them, hold that besides an ecclesiological message
the story holds a soteriological teaching and witness as well.23 Davies and Allison also
recognize two dimensions to the story. They critique both Bornkamm and Heil:
Bornkamm has almost entirely overlooked the Christological elements in
8:23-7… at the same time, Heil has probably gone too far in the other
direction. While he [Heil] concedes that ‘the storm-stilling story concerns
the disciples’ and that ‘the readers of Matthew can identify with this
unique experience of the disciples,’ he makes too little of these facts.24
20

Bornkamm, “The Stilling of the Storm,” 57. For detailed criticism of Bornkamm-Held’s
interpretation of this miracle story as discipleship, see J. P. Heil’s book, Jesus Walking on the Sea:
Meaning and Gospel Function of Matt 14:22-33, Mark 6:45-52 and John 6:15b-21 (Rome; Biblical
Institute Press, 1981), 94-97.
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Bornkamm, “The Stilling of the Storm,” 54.
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Unfortunately, this approach is unable to explain how the story functions in the
set of three that Matthew has assembled and positioned here. Moreover, as we have noted
before, to take each of the miracles one by one and to give to each a theme does not take
into due consideration the organization of the whole, including the functioning of the
intervening narratives. Now, with relation to this second set of three miracles, the way in
which the miracles relate to each other as a unit must have an explanation that not only
takes all parts into consideration but is also able to explain how this cluster fits the
organization of miracles in chapters 8-9 that Matthew has created. In fact, discipleship
may be argued as a theme in the Stilling of the Storm, but it is not the theme in the story
of the Exorcism of the Demoniacs. In fact, Matthew has excised the small attached story
in Mark in which the former demoniac asks if he might go with Jesus and is told to stay
and make known what the Lord did for him (Mk 5:18-20). Discipleship is also not the
main theme of the third miracle, the Healing of the Paralytic. So we see that the rest of
the cluster does not support a theme of discipleship as Held himself admits.25 Moreover,
the teachings on discipleship are plainly put forward by Matthew in chapter 5, chapter 10,
and again in chapter 18.26 In any case, the argument for discipleship as the governing
theme of the section is not sustained by the other two miracle stories in the cluster.
The theme that does prevail in each of the accounts is the authority of Jesus, and
so contributes to Matthew’s Christology. As we have noted before, Jesus’ power to
command Nature alerts the listener to his divine identity, especially as seen in the
disciples cry “What kind of man is this? Even the winds and waves obey him! (8:27).” So
25

Held, “Matthew as Interpreter,” 248.
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Jesus as the merciful messiah of Isa 53:4 is seen to be more than that as the disciples
recognize in his breath-taking power his authority to command Nature and to be obeyed
instantly.27 The listeners are led to the only conclusion possible, that Jesus is divinely
empowered and recognized as such even by the forces of Nature.
Matthew’s Redaction
Transition
Matt 8:23 Καὶ ἐμβάντι αὐτῷ εἰς τὸ πλοῖον ἠκολούθησαν αὐτῷ οἱ μαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ (And when
he got into the boat, his disciples followed him).
Mk 4:36a καὶ ἀφέντες τὸν ὄχλον παραλαμβάνουσιν αὐτὸν ὡς ἦν ἐν τῷ πλοίῳ (And leaving
the crowd behind, they took him with them in the boat, just as he was).
While Matthew did not redact the Markan story in extreme ways, the changes that
he did introduce are worthy of our attention here. First, Matthew changes the Markan
context. In Mark Jesus has already entered a boat to teach the parables and from there is
taken by the disciples in the boat into the sea to cross over to the Gerasenes. Matthew’s
location of the story is more intense. One set of three miracles has already followed the
Sermon on the Mount. After this first cluster, the intervening narrative pericope (Mat
8:19-22) has been inserted. As we have seen there is a sense in which Jesus’ correction
of the disciple (Matt 8:22) acts as a kind of punctuation mark. “Leave the dead to bury
the dead” is his statement.
After this, Jesus himself boards a boat for the other side and the disciples follow
him. Here we notice Matthew’s Christology where Jesus is leader, teacher, and Lord. He

27

We cannot find any expression of ‘surprise’ in the first cluster. One characteristic of the second
cluster is ‘surprise’: “The men were amazed (8:27),” “the swineherds ran off (8:33),” “they were filled with
awe (9:8).” While the exorcism story does not directly state surprise, the swineherds’ behavior in asking
Jesus to leave implies ‘(negative) surprise.’
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is the one who takes charge. As we have mentioned earlier, taken on its own and apart
from the question of this story’s placement in Matthew’s second group of three, one can
certainly affirm that Matthew’s constant portrayal of the disciples as obedient is being
brought out here.
Storm and Jesus’ sleep
Mk 4:37 καὶ γίνεται λαῖλαψ μεγάλη ἀνέμου καὶ τὰ κύματα ἐπέβαλλεν εἰς τὸ πλοῖον, ὥστε
ἤδη γεμίζεσθαι τὸ πλοῖον. (A great windstorm arose, and the waves beat into the boat, so
that the boat was already being swamped.)
Matt 8:24 καὶ ἰδοὺ σεισμὸς μέγας ἐγένετο ἐν τῇ θαλάσσῃ, ὥστε τὸ πλοῖον καλύπτεσθαι ὑπὸ
τῶν κυμάτων, αὐτὸς δὲ ἐκάθευδεν. (A windstorm 28 [ σεισμὸς ] arose on the sea, so great
that the boat was being swamped by the waves; but he was asleep.)
Matthew’s insertion of ‘Behold (ἰδοὺ),’ dramatically signals that “something
special is about to happen.”29 Likewise, Matthew intensifies the problem of the storm by
changing the ‘great wind storm’ (λαῖλαψ μεγάλη ἀνέμου) to a ‘great quake’ (σεισμὸς
μέγας).30 Does Matthew use this language to suggest a more serious situation to
highlight Jesus’ immense power? Does this insertion prepare the listeners for the
Matthew’s future connection of signs on the earth which point to the End times and times
of Divine visitation?31

28
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Here we are using the NRSV as we noted at the beginning of the dissertation.
Hagner, Matthew 1-13, 221.
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One wonders if Matthew is relying on the tradition that earthquakes will mark the coming of the
End times (Matt 24:7//Mk 13:8) and so inserts this sign elsewhere. Besides this miracles story, he inserts it
into the story of Jesus’ death on the cross, when there is an earthquake and tombs are split and many of the
saints are seen raised (Matt 27:54). Matthew’s tradition also has an earthquake at the time of Jesus’
resurrection. With the earthquake the angel descends from heaven and rolls back the stone (Matt 28:2). See
Davies and Allison, Matthew 8-18, 69 and also Blomberg, Matthew, 149.
31
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Commenting on this, Hagner offers the view that Jesus’ sleep can be interpreted
as “evidence of a trust [Jesus’] in God’s protection (cf. Job 11:18-19; Pss 3:5-6, 4:8; Prov
3:24-26).”32 For Davies and Allison Jesus’ sleep is rather a sign of his divinity, for
“sleeping is a symbol of supreme and unchallenged ability: only the one completely in
charge can truly sleep in peace.”33 Along these lines, Bernard F. Batto would argue that it
was common to interpret the sleep of a deity as a sign of complete power. He states, “The
ability of the divine king to sleep undisturbed was a symbol of his unchallenged authority
as the supreme deity…to interrupt or to disturb the sleep of the supreme deity was
tantamount to rebellion against his dominion.”34
The disciples’ response
Mk 4:38b καὶ ἐγείρουσιν αὐτὸν καὶ λέγουσιν αὐτῷ· διδάσκαλε, οὐ μέλει σοι ὅτι
ἀπολλύμεθα; (And they woke him up and said to him, “Teacher, do you not care that we
are perishing?”).
Matt 8:25 καὶ προσελθόντες ἤγειραν αὐτὸν λέγοντες· κύριε, σῶσον, ἀπολλύμεθα. (And they
went and woke him up, saying, “Lord, save us! We are perishing!”).
Matthew’s version of the response of the disciples is quite different from his
source. First, the disciples in Matthew do not wake up Jesus and accuse him of lacking
concern that they are all going to perish as Mark’s disciples do. Mark’s disciples have no
idea that Jesus could do anything about the storm; their complaint is that in this terrible
moment Jesus is sleeping. Jesus is not joining them and exerting leadership as their
32
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Master as they all die. This is certainly not the case in Matthew. First, Matthew makes
sure that Jesus is addressed as ‘Lord (κύριε)’ rather than the less elevated ‘teacher
(διδάσκαλε)’ of Mark 4:38. More importantly, Matthew’s disciples plainly believe that
Jesus can save them from this situation; they say “Lord, save [us]! We perish!” Here
Matthew tips his hand. Why would the disciples ask Jesus to save them if they did not
believe that he could do so? This is where Matthew trips himself up in his efforts to
polish the miracle story so that the disciples will not shame themselves as he believes
they do in Mark’s version. Having the disciples ask Jesus to save them creates certain
awkwardness in picking up the rest of the Markan account. For how can they really
express the same astonishment over Jesus’ power as the Markan disciples do if they
already believed that Jesus had the power to save them?35 Gundry’s ingenious solution is
to pose that the Matthean disciples ask Jesus for a miracle to save them, but they do not
know what that miracle might be.36
Jesus’ response
Mk 4:39-40 39καὶ διεγερθεὶς ἐπετίμησεν τῷ ἀνέμῳ καὶ εἶπεν τῇ θαλάσσῃ· σιώπα, πεφίμωσο.
καὶ ἐκόπασεν ὁ ἄνεμος καὶ ἐγένετο γαλήνη μεγάλη. 40καὶ εἶπεν αὐτοῖς· τί δειλοί ἐστε; οὔπω
ἔχετε πίστιν; (And he woke up and rebuked the wind and said to the sea, “Peace! Be
still.” Then the wind ceased, and there was a dead calm. He said to them, “Why are you
afraid? Have you still no faith?”)
Matt 8:26 καὶ λέγει αὐτοῖς· τί δειλοί ἐστε, ὀλιγόπιστοι; τότε ἐγερθεὶς ἐπετίμησεν τοῖς
35
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ἀνέμοις καὶ τῇ θαλάσσῃ, καὶ ἐγένετο γαλήνη μεγάλη. (And he said to them, “Why are you
afraid, you of little faith?” Then he got up and rebuked the winds and the sea; and there
was a dead calm).
As can be seen, Matthew has reversed Mark’s order in which Jesus first performs
the miracle of the stilling of the storm and then rebukes the disciples. In his order of the
two elements the stilling of the storm follows the rebuke to the disciples.
Matthew’s Change of the Markan Order
Mk 4:37 The boat seems in danger of sinking due to the storm
38 The disciples wake Jesus and rebuke his seeming lack of concern
39 Jesus stills the storm
40 Jesus rebukes the disciples for their lack of faith
41 The disciples respond with awe at Jesus’ command over Nature and ask
what this means about his identity.
Mt 8:24 The boat seems in danger of sinking due to the upheaval of the sea
25 The disciples wake Jesus and beg for him to save them
26a Jesus rebukes the disciples for their little faith
26b Jesus stills the storm
27 The disciples respond with awe at Jesus’ command over Nature and ask
what this means about his identity.
What does Matthew intend by reversing the order of Jesus’ rebuke to the disciples?
Many scholars conclude that the focus for Matthew is on the theme of discipleship.37 For
example, Held explains, “by transposing the scene Matthew has created a conversation
between the disciples and Jesus and placed this in the center, so that the stilling of the
storm looks like an appendage.”38 We must comment here that the awe-struck response of
the disciples to the miracle hardly allows the stilling of the storm to appear as an
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appendage.
Davies and Allison also argue that the reversal in the order of the miracle and the
rebuke to the disciples in Matthew is rather artificial and yet is done to support
Matthew’s discipleship theme:
Jesus now acts to save. After speaking to the disciples he commands the
winds and sea, which dutifully obey him. This reverses the narrative
sequence of Mark, where Jesus first rebukes the sea. The Matthean order
is less natural. What is its explanation? In the First Gospel the emphasis is
no longer, as in Mark, on the stilling of the storm but rather on the faith of
the disciples in a difficult situation. 39
That is, they see the correction of the disciples before any help is given as far too stylized
and typically pedantic to reflect a more natural response on the part of Jesus, namely, to
stop the storm first and then correct them for their fear. Certainly, by creating this
reversal, there is no doubt that the correction of the disciples becomes more of an
immediate “counsel” on discipleship, but the rebuke cannot be too large because, after
all, the Matthean disciples did imagine that Jesus could save them somehow. In fact,
Jesus’ rebuke that they have “little faith” is even quite demanding, for they do in fact
wake him up to ask him to save them rather than to rebuke him for not joining them as a
leader as they all drown together.
Matthew’s redaction, in my view, results in the performance of the miracle being the
focal point of the narrative, not interrupted by rebuke but allowed to take the center stage
and main attention of the listener together with the final astonished question of the awestruck disciples.
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Thus the real point of the miracle is brought out clearly: “what sort of man is this?”40
In my view, this is the result of Matthew’s careful planning so that the identity of
Jesus receives an augmentation almost immediately after he has been shown to fulfill the
Messianic prophecy of Isa 53:4 in his previous miracles and exorcisms (Matt 8:17). This
miracle forces the listener to move beyond the usual Messianic associations to consider
more fully the evidence of Jesus’ identity as one whom the cosmic forces obey.
Jesus’ power to still the storm
Mk 4:39-40 καὶ διεγερθεὶς ἐπετίμησεν τῷ ἀνέμῳ καὶ εἶπεν τῇ θαλάσσῃ·
σιώπα, πεφίμωσο. καὶ ἐκόπασεν ὁ ἄνεμος καὶ ἐγένετο γαλήνη μεγάλη. 40καὶ
εἶπεν αὐτοῖς· τί δειλοί ἐστε; οὔπω ἔχετε πίστιν; (And he woke up and
rebuked the wind and said to the sea, “Peace! Be still.” Then the wind
ceased, and there was a dead calm. He said to them, “Why are you afraid?
Have you still no faith?).
Matt 8:26 καὶ λέγει αὐτοῖς· τί δειλοί ἐστε, ὀλιγόπιστοι; τότε ἐγερθεὶς
ἐπετίμησεν τοῖς ἀνέμοις καὶ τῇ θαλάσσῃ, καὶ ἐγένετο γαλήνη μεγάλη. (And
he said to them, "Why are you afraid, you of little faith?" Then he got up
and rebuked the winds and the sea; and there was a dead calm).
It is worth noting the small ways in which Matthew has redacted the account of
Jesus command to the elements. Matthew has avoided separating the elements as Mark’s
tradition does, but they are treated together as a combination that arose with the quake in
the sea. He also refrains from quoting Jesus’ orders, perhaps because πεφίμωσο is rather
vulgar or prosaic for the majestic moment of Jesus’ command over the elements. It could
be too that the direct address of the elements would invite suggestions of magical
formulae. The sudden great calm (γαλήνη μεγάλη) underlines the power of Jesus and
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Nature’s recognition of his authority over the cosmos.
Many scholars, such as P. F. Feiler, make a point of arguing that the focus of this
miracle is on Jesus’ role as Deliverer contra Bornkamm, who holds that this miracle
stresses discipleship.41 For Bornkamm, the placement of this miracle which immediately
follows the two pronouncement stories on discipleship in Matt 8:18-22 proves that
Matthew intends the Stilling of the Storm to be a further lesson on the faith a disciple
should have. For Feiler, those discipleship pericopae act as a hinge to a new topic
concerning how a disciple must understand Christ’s true identity and role. The would-be
disciple of Matt 8:18-20 and the disciple who wishes to leave in order to care for his
parents in Matthew 8:21-22 represent for Matthew two groups among those “who lack
insight into the true purpose of Christ’s mission” (8:10-12; 8:34; 9:10-13; 9:14; 9:36).42
To Feiler, then, the Stilling of the Storm plays the role of defining Jesus’ real identity to
such groups. Seen symbolically, this miracle attests to the listener that Jesus reveals
himself as “the Deliverer who saves those overwhelmed by the chaos and afflictions of
life” just as “Yahweh delivered those tossed by the currents of the deep” in the story of
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Jonah (Jonah 1:3-16).43 However, people still do not fully comprehend Jesus’ identity
even though the wind and the seas are obedient to him.
Craig L. Blomberg develops Feiler’s idea more clearly. He observes that in Jesus’
stilling of the storm “Jesus has demonstrated the identical sovereignty over wind and
waves attributed to Yahweh in the OT (Jonah 1-2; Pss. 104:7; 107:23-32).”44 As Yahweh
rebukes the primitive waters into obedience in Gen 1:6-10, Jesus has the same ability
over the waters. Here Matthew illustrates that Jesus has the same divine power as
Yahweh. Thus, to Blomberg, the main theme of this story is “squarely Christological.”
He judges that because Jesus has this kind of power he is no less than God and thus
deserves the worship of his disciples, but the disciples do not understand fully this
identity of Jesus.45 Matthew is able to provide yet another step in guiding the listener to
see the divinity of Jesus as God’s Son.
D. Patte and Carson offer similar interpretations. According to Patte, when Jesus
stills the storm by rebuking the winds and the sea (8:26), “for the readers (with their
knowledge of Pss. 29:3-4; 65:7; 89:9; 93:4; 107:29; 124:1-5), this demonstrates that
Jesus’ power is divine power. As Yahweh has, so Jesus has power over natural elements
such as the winds and the sea.”46 Carson notes regarding the listeners, “Those who really
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knew the OT would remember that there God is presented as the one who controls and
stills the seas.”47 For both scholars, Matthew’s main concern is Jesus’ divine authority in
storm-stilling.48
J. P. Heil discusses the miracle story as “a sea-rescue epiphany,” and one where
the epiphany is identified later in Matthew’s treatment of the Walking on the Water (Matt
14:22-33).49 If the storm-stilling epiphany raises the question of Jesus’ identity (8:27), the
sea-walking epiphany answers via the disciples’ worshipping confession: “Truly you are
the Son of God (14:33).”
Interestingly, Heil also engages the question of whether the Stilling of the Storm
is focused on discipleship. His point is that without Jesus’ performance of storm-stilling
the story does not make sense at all. In addition, the story ends with the surprise of the
disciples not with the recipients’ enhanced faith. This shows that the story is not directly
related with the disciples’ faith. Therefore, the main theme of this story is understood
better as Jesus’ previously unknown power and divinity than the disciples’ faith:
It is not to be denied that the storm-stilling story concerns the disciples.
Nor is it to be denied that the readers of Matthew can identify with this
unique experience of the disciples. But to call it a story of discipleship, as
Bornkamm and Held do, is very misleading. The story is more about
Jesus than it is about the disciples. It makes a statement about
discipleship only in and through its Christological statement, namely, that
the divine power of Jesus experienced by the disciples during his life was
greater than their faith could grasp.50
In this storm-stilling epiphany, Heil observes, we see Jesus’ divine power. The
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disciples are beginning to experience a new series of manifestations of Jesus’ divine
power unknown in the first cluster of miracle stories. In fact, Heil uses form criticism to
underline his point. Sea-rescue miracle stories belong to the epiphany genre, “a
disposition of literary motifs narrating a sudden and unexpected manifestation of a divine
or heavenly being experienced by certain selected persons, in which the divine being
reveals a divine attribute, action or message.”51
Heil is certainly correct that Jesus displays a divine authority over Nature that
surpasses the healings and exorcisms of the first cluster of miracle stories. Indeed, we see
that the answer to the awe-struck question of the disciples in Matt 8:27 will be answered
in Matthew’s version of the Walking on the Sea in Matt 14:33.52
In this first sea miracle, as Brower states the case, “Jesus has the same authority
and power as Yahweh exercises; he has divine identity because he acts as God acts.”53
We could say that really it is in this miracle story where Jesus’ special relation to God is
incontestable. If the first cluster focuses on the merciful healing Messiah, this story
stresses Jesus’ deity. He is one who can make nature obey him.
Mk 4:39b καὶ ἐκόπασεν ὁ ἄνεμος καὶ ἐγένετο γαλήνη μεγάλη (Then the
wind ceased, and there was a dead calm.)
Matt 8: 26d καὶ ἐγένετο γαλήνη μεγάλη (and there was a dead calm).
As soon as Jesus rebuked the wind and the sea they both obeyed Jesus instantly.
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Just as all diseases were healed immediately as soon as Jesus wanted regardless of
distance or degree, so also nature’s response is immediate. This immediacy strengthens
Jesus’ divine authority over Nature. This expression ‘a dead calm (γαλήνη μεγάλη)’ or
literally “a great calm” should be interpreted in relation to Matthew’s replacement of
Mark’s λαῖλαψ μεγάλη ἀνέμου (v. 37) with the more pointed and cosmically dramatic
σεισμὸς μέγας (literally the “great quake [in the sea]”). The great agent of the storm, the
quake, we see as resolved by Jesus’ miracle and the great calm. As a result, Matthew
more definitely identifies the scope of Jesus’ cosmic power in controlling and silencing
the forces that are otherwise totally under the control of God.
The response of Jesus’ disciples
Mark 4:41 καὶ ἐφοβήθησαν φόβον μέγαν καὶ ἔλεγον πρὸς ἀλλήλους· τίς ἄρα οὗτός ἐστιν ὅτι
καὶ ὁ ἄνεμος καὶ ἡ θάλασσα ὑπακούει αὐτῷ; (and they feared with a great fear, and said to
each other, “Who, therefore, is this, that even the wind and the sea obey him?)
Matt 8:27 οἱ δὲ ἄνθρωποι ἐθαύμασαν λέγοντες· ποταπός ἐστιν οὗτος ὅτι καὶ οἱ ἄνεμοι καὶ ἡ
θάλασσα αὐτῷ ὑπακούουσιν; (But the people were amazed saying, “What sort of man is
this, that even the winds and the sea obey him?”).
Matthew has removed Mark’s statement, “they feared with a great fear,” likely
because for his listeners it might be taken as faltering in faith. Rather he turns to a kind
of wonderful amazement instead.
It is interesting to note that Matthew identifies those in the boat as “the people”
(οἱ ἄνθρωποι) in v. 2754 although he has clearly identified those in the boat as disciples,
(“And when he got into the boat his disciples followed him” v. 23). Nowhere in Mark’s
account is there a direct identification of those on board as disciples. One relies, rather,
54
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on their addressing Jesus as “Teacher” (v. 38) and most clearly due to the Markan
placement of the story immediately following a Markan summary statement that Jesus
explained his parable to his disciples in private (v. 34).
Mk 4:41 καὶ ἐφοβήθησαν φόβον μέγαν καὶ ἔλεγον πρὸς ἀλλήλους (and they were
filled with great awe and said to one another).
Mt 8:27 οἱ δὲ ἄνθρωποι ἐθαύμασαν λέγοντες (they were amazed, saying).
There have been many different interpretations about the ‘the people/the men,’55 but
perhaps the theory of Robert Gundry is the most outstanding. He notes that οἱ ἄνθρωποι is
used in contrast to God throughout the Gospel of Matthew (6:1-18; 7:9-11; 9:8; 10:32-33;
16:23; 19:26; 21:25-26). Thus he concludes that ‘the people/ the men (οἱ ἄνθρωποι)’ are
used as “a foil to the divine figure of Jesus, whose majesty and authority he [the author]
cannot emphasize too much.”56 So, for Gundry, Matthew impresses upon the listener the
vulnerable human condition in contrast to the divinity of Jesus.57
Davies and Allison concur, observing also that the plural “people/men” represents
humankind, in contrast to the divinity of Jesus. Matthew wants to create a contrast
between ‘men’ and ‘one who is more than a man.’ They write:
Gundry urges that Matthew has described the disciples as ‘men’ in order
to suggest that Jesus the Lord might be more than just a man. This is more
plausible than the other proposals heretofore made – that ‘men’ underlines
the disciples’ imperfect faith, or that the word alludes to Jon 1.16 (‘the
55
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men feared the Lord’), or that the crew of the boat is in view, or that a
crowd on shore is intended, or that the subject is the occupants of other
boats, or that we are to think of men, after the fact, marveling upon
hearing of the miracle. 58
For Patte, ‘the men’ is used by Matthew in the broader sense. It does not mean
simply the disciples on the boat but humanity in contrast to the exalted status of Jesus.
Moreover, he posits that Matthew means to emphasize that Jesus’ divine nature is to be
recognized by all human beings even those outside the boat.59
As the miracle concludes, the disciples know that Jesus is far more than the
fulfillment of the Isaiah prophecy. This miracle takes them to another place in their
journey toward understanding the full identity of Jesus and his full significance. That
identity is revealed progressively in the two stories that follow according to Matthew’s
arrangement.
Conclusion of the First Story
The miracle story of the storm stilling demonstrates the theme of Jesus’ divinity
rather than that of discipleship. This story is focused on the person of Jesus to whom the
wind and waves obey and this miracle brings to the disciples’ mouths a question that
begins to receive an answer in this story, the first stage among three stages of revelation:
“What sort of man is this?”
It will be noted that in the first cluster of miracle stories, the disciples are never
awe-struck and do not ask who Jesus might be. It is here in this first miracle of the second
cluster that the disciples are stunned with Jesus’ cosmic authority, authority that,
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according to the OT, belongs to God.60 Clearly Jesus is more than the messianic agent
who heals all kinds of diseases as shown in the first cluster. The identity of Jesus will be
revealed progressively through the mouths of the two demons and then through the
proclamation of Jesus himself in the following two stories.
The Second Stage: The Gadarene Demoniacs (Matthew 8:28-34//Mark 5:1-20)
28

Καὶ ἐλθόντος αὐτοῦ εἰς τὸ πέραν εἰς τὴν χώραν τῶν Γαδαρηνῶν ὑπήντησαν αὐτῷ
δύο δαιμονιζόμενοι ἐκ τῶν μνημείων ἐξερχόμενοι, χαλεποὶ λίαν, ὥστε μὴ ἰσχύειν τινὰ
παρελθεῖν διὰ τῆς ὁδοῦ ἐκείνης. 29 καὶ ἰδοὺ ἔκραξαν λέγοντες· τί ἡμῖν καὶ σοί, υἱὲ τοῦ θεοῦ;
ἦλθες ὧδε πρὸ καιροῦ βασανίσαι ἡμᾶς; 30 ἦν δὲ μακρὰν ἀπ᾿ αὐτῶν ἀγέλη χοίρων πολλῶν
βοσκομένη. 31 οἱ δὲ δαίμονες παρεκάλουν αὐτὸν λέγοντες· εἰ ἐκβάλλεις ἡμᾶς, ἀπόστειλον
ἡμᾶς εἰς τὴν ἀγέλην τῶν χοίρων. 32 καὶ εἶπεν αὐτοῖς· ὑπάγετε. οἱ δὲ ἐξελθόντες ἀπῆλθον εἰς
τοὺς χοίρους· καὶ ἰδοὺ ὥρμησεν πᾶσα ἡ ἀγέλη κατὰ τοῦ κρημνοῦ εἰς τὴν θάλασσαν καὶ
ἀπέθανον ἐν τοῖς ὕδασιν. 33 οἱ δὲ βόσκοντες ἔφυγον, καὶ ἀπελθόντες εἰς τὴν πόλιν
ἀπήγγειλαν πάντα καὶ τὰ τῶν δαιμονιζομένων. 34 καὶ ἰδοὺ πᾶσα ἡ πόλις ἐξῆλθεν εἰς
ὑπάντησιν τῷ Ἰησοῦ καὶ ἰδόντες αὐτὸν παρεκάλεσαν ὅπως μεταβῇ ἀπὸ τῶν ὁρίων αὐτῶν.
28

When he came to the other side, to the country of the Gadarenes, two demoniacs
coming out of the tombs met him. They were so fierce that no one could pass that way.
29
Suddenly they shouted, "What have you to do with us, Son of God? Have you come here
to torment us before the time?" 30Now a large herd of swine was feeding at some distance
from them. 31The demons begged him, "If you cast us out, send us into the herd of swine."
32
And he said to them, "Go!" So they came out and entered the swine; and suddenly, the
whole herd rushed down the steep bank into the sea and perished in the water. 33The
swineherds ran off, and ongoing into the town, they told the whole story about what had
happened to the demoniacs. 34Then the whole town came out to meet Jesus; and when
they saw him, they begged him to leave their neighborhood.
Introduction
The second miracle story of the second cluster is about the exorcism of two
demon-possessed men and follows Mark’s order so that it is positioned immediately after
the Stilling of the Storm. Scholars have sought after Matthew’s intended meaning for this
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miracle in light of the fact that he has excised Markan material extensively. Luz writes:
It is difficult to explain the story from the perspective of the evangelist. He
has omitted so many details from his Markan source that one can hardly
ask why in each individual case. A clear redactional tendency is not
obvious…The most curious feature is the omission of Mark 5:18-20. Thus
the primary question for the interpretation is what Matthew was trying to
do with his abridgment, or, perhaps, what it was about the Markan
narrative that bothered him.61
Luz’s question does not encompass the larger issue for this study concerning how
Matthew’s redaction of this account is explained if one examines his placement of it in
his own trio of miracle stories. As we shall show below, this sort of analysis will not only
explain the extensive omission of Mark’s material, but in particular his puzzling excision
of the tradition in Mark 5:18-20 where the exorcized man pleads with Jesus to let him
come with him.
As we have already noted, this second cluster of miracle stories in Matthew is
composed of The Stilling of the Storm (Matt 8:23-27// Mk 4:35-41), the Exorcism of the
Gadarene Demoniacs (Matt 8:28-34// Mk 5:1-20), and the Healing of the Paralytic (Matt
9:2-8// Mk 2:1-12). The suggestion that discipleship controls the theme of these three
miracles has been supported by a number of scholars usually because they understand
Matthew 8:18-22, the two chreiai about discipleship, as the introduction which the
evangelist provided to signal that theme for the miracle stories he positioned immediately
following.62 Even so, one of these prominent scholars, Held, confesses real difficulty
when trying to find the discipleship theme throughout the cluster.
61
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There remains as a third section the group in Matt. 8.18-9.17. Here it is the
most difficult to discover an ordering principles. Nevertheless
observations do accrue which justify us in taking them together as a group.
With 8.18 it is clear that a new section is introduced which is characterized
by separation from the multitude.63 (italics mine)
With the exception of the Stilling of the Storm, where Jesus calls on the disciples to have
faith (Matt 8: 26) the other two miracle stories in the second cluster do not address
discipleship. Moreover, as we have observed, Matthew even removes the Markan
tradition (Mk 5:18-20), which he could have built upon if he had been interested in
addressing discipleship. Although Held will insist that this section shows Jesus as “the
Lord of his congregation who works out the congregational problem of discipleship” in
this block,64 he is unable to show how that functions in the two stories that follow the
Stilling of the Storm. Indeed, his theory that Matthew 8:18-9:17 serves a discipleship
theme has been challenged frequently.65
Christopher Burger identifies the controlling theme as “the risk of succession” as
discussed fully in Chapter Two.66 The Exorcism of the Gadarene Demoniacs is meant to
focus on Jesus’ rejection by the inhabitants of the Gadarene region (8:34), which portends
the rejection the disciples themselves will suffer in the future and in this way the story
addresses discipleship.67 We must observe that the focus of the miracle story is Jesus’
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miracle itself as an expression of his authoritative power over demons. Beyond the
mention of the rejection of the people, Matthew does not give extra attention to this
feature.
What is important to notice, as we shall show below, is that the result of
Matthew’s redaction is that the focus of the story is on Jesus’ power to cast out demons.
He has not even reported that the demoniacs, once exorcized of the demons, were at
peace, something that Held himself observes.68 We will see below how Matthew
emphasizes his main concern through his redaction of the Markan text.
The Matthean Redaction
Jesus’ encounter of the demons
Mk 5:1-2 1Καὶ ἦλθον εἰς τὸ πέραν τῆς θαλάσσης εἰς τὴν χώραν τῶν Γερασηνῶν. 2καὶ
ἐξελθόντος αὐτοῦ ἐκ τοῦ πλοίου εὐθὺς ὑπήντησεν αὐτῷ ἐκ τῶν μνημείων ἄνθρωπος ἐν
πνεύματι ἀκαθάρτῳ (1They came to the other side of the sea, to the country of the
Gerasenes,2 and when he had stepped out of the boat, immediately a man out of the tombs
with an unclean spirit met him...)
Mt 8:28a Καὶ ἐλθόντος αὐτοῦ εἰς τὸ πέραν εἰς τὴν χώραν τῶν Γαδαρηνῶν ὑπήντησαν αὐτῷ
δύο δαιμονιζόμενοι ἐκ τῶν μνημείων ἐξερχόμενοι (When he came to the other side, to the
country of the Gadarenes, two demoniacs coming out of the tombs met him.)
This story in both Mark and Matthew describes Jesus’ victory over the demons,69
just as the first story in this cluster illustrates Jesus’ power over the cosmos. Now Jesus is
in Gentile territory, the region of the Gadarenes, which is proven by the presence of the
pigs, an animal that the Jewish people would not raise since they were considered
unclean animals. When Jesus arrives to the other side of the Sea of Galilee, after
68
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embarking on the journey in Mt 8:18, he confronts two demon-possessed men.
The reason that Matthew has presented two demoniacs instead of just one may be
due to his practice of “compensation,” as Robert Gundry illustrates. Since Matthew has
excised the Markan’ account of Jesus’ exorcism of the demon-possesed man in the
Synagogue (Mk 1:21-28), he compensates by doubling the demoniacs here.70
Notice also that Matthew refines the less polished expression “with an unclean
spirit” (ἐν πνεύματι ἀκαθάρτῳ)’ to the more concise and his favored “demon-possessed”
(δαιμονιζόμενοι).
The fierce demoniacs
Mk 5:3-5 3 ὃς τὴν κατοίκησιν εἶχεν ἐν τοῖς μνήμασιν, καὶ οὐδὲ ἁλύσει οὐκέτι οὐδεὶς ἐδύνατο
αὐτὸν δῆσαι 4 τὸ αὐτὸν διὰ πολλάκις πέδαις καὶ ἁλύσεσιν δεδέσθαι καὶ διεσπάσθαι ὑπ᾿
αὐτοῦ τὰς ἁλύσεις καὶ τὰς πέδας συντετρῖφθαι, καὶ οὐδεὶς ἴσχυεν αὐτὸν δαμάσαι· 5 καὶ διὰ
παντὸς νυκτὸς καὶ ἡμέρας ἐν τοῖς μνήμασιν καὶ ἐν τοῖς ὄρεσιν ἦν κράζων καὶ κατακόπτων
ἑαυτὸν λίθοις. (…who lived in the tombs, and no one could restrain him any more, even
with a chain; 4for he had often been restrained with shackles and chains, but the chains he
wrenched apart, and the shackles he broke in pieces; and no one had the strength to
subdue him. 5Night and day among the tombs and on the mountains he was always
howling and bruising himself with stones.)
Mt 8:28b χαλεποὶ λίαν, ὥστε μὴ ἰσχύειν τινὰ παρελθεῖν διὰ τῆς ὁδοῦ ἐκείνης. (…they were
so fierce that no one could pass that way.)
Because Matthew places more of a focus on the powerful intervention of Jesus
than on the petitioners, we see that he trims the lengthy Markan introduction and removes
such details as: (1) the demoniac’s dwelling in the tombs, (2) the futile efforts of the
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people to control him with chains and leg manacles, (3) the report of the demon’s power
to pull the chains apart and smash the manacles, (4) the pitiable howling of the possessed
man as the demon caused him to hit himself with stones.71 At the cost of losing the
vividness produced by these details about the victim, Matthew omits them in order to
place the spotlight on Jesus. He briefly summarizes them with the point that “they were
so fierce that no one could pass that way.”72 Matthew explains the problem created for
people of the area, namely that the demoniacs blocked the roadway and posed a very real
threat of danger to any passersby. This is different than what one finds in Mark. The
demoniac lives in the tombs and therefore lives apart from the town and the regular
roadway. In Mark, the demon possessed man lives alone among the tombs. He does
frighten the people but does not pose a threat to their lives. Rather, the threat and misery
is against his own person since the demon tries to kill him and keeps him awake all night
long.
Matthew revises this episode, then, in order to set the scene for the true problem
presented to the people by the demons that possess these two men.
The demoniacs’ challenge
Mk 5:6-8 6καὶ ἰδὼν τὸν Ἰησοῦν ἀπὸ μακρόθεν ἔδραμεν καὶ προσεκύνησεν αὐτῷ7καὶ κράξας
φωνῇ μεγάλῃ λέγει· τί ἐμοὶ καὶ σοί, Ἰησοῦ υἱὲ τοῦ θεοῦ τοῦ ὑψίστου; ὁρκίζω σε τὸν θεόν, μή
με βασανίσῃς.8 ἔλεγεν γὰρ αὐτῷ· ἔξελθε τὸ πνεῦμα τὸ ἀκάθαρτον ἐκ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου. (And
when he saw Jesus from a distance, he ran and bowed down before him, and he shouted
at the top of his voice, “What have you to do with me, Jesus, Son of the Most High God?
I adjure you by God, do not torment me.” For he had said to him, “Come out of the man,
you unclean Spirit!”)
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Mt 8:29 καὶ ἰδοὺ ἔκραξαν λέγοντες· τί ἡμῖν καὶ σοί, υἱὲ τοῦ θεοῦ; ἦλθες ὧδε πρὸ καιροῦ
βασανίσαι ἡμᾶς; (Suddenly they shouted, “What have you to do with us, Son of God?
Have you come here to torment us before the time?”)
Matthew has eliminated the statement that the demon in the man, upon seeing
Jesus, ran forward to perform a bow before him. Matthew’s concern could well be that
the listeners will conclude that, quite shockingly, Jesus is connected in some way to the
demonic world. The demon treats Jesus like an authority over him and in a familiar
manner uses Jesus’ name, asking what has put them at odds with each other. This
dangerous interpretation is not without grounds since both Mark and Q hold controversy
stories wherein Jesus is accused by his opponents of being so successful at casting out
demons because he is in league with Beelzebul (Mk 3:22-30; Matt 12:22-32//Lk 11:1420). That is, Jesus gains followers by a clever ruse of casting out these minor spirits so
that the demons will have more persons to possess.
We note that Matthew omits from his story the feature of the demons seeing
Jesus from afar and running forward to bow to him. The evangelist has already reported
that the demons came out to meet Jesus on the road, as they do with all the passersby to
frighten them. Matthew does not allow the use of Jesus’ name and instead retains only his
divine epithet—Son of God.73 With the use of this title instead of Jesus’ personal name
the distance between these demons and Jesus is reinforced. Their question can be
interpreted in a few ways. Morris interprets the phrase “what to us and to you?” as an
emphasis on the distance between them.74 Bratcher interprets the question as a hostile

73

Morris’ suggestion that Matthew removes the name of Jesus to avoid “unnecessary attention to
the humanity of Jesus” misses the issue of intimacy conveyed by the use of one’s first name in first century
Greco-Roman society (Morris, Matthew, 210).

302
equivalent of “Do not bother us.”75 That hostility is connected to the Matthean addition
“do not torment us before the time,” so that the demons resent the Son of God arriving
before the End time. Leiva-Merikakis concurs with that interpretation.76 More explicitly,
the demons hold that until the End time they may do whatever they like. They cannot
match the Son of God, but they want to remain undisturbed to the end time. At root, the
question points to the demons’ desperate recognition of the Son of God’s power to
overturn the proposed timetable and bring them to torment now.77
In the demons’ recognition of this authority and power Matthew has connected
cosmic authority to the title Son of God.
Mk 5:7-8 ὁρκίζω σε τὸν θεόν, μή με βασανίσῃς.8 ἔλεγεν γὰρ αὐτῷ· ἔξελθε τὸ
πνεῦμα τὸ ἀκάθαρτον ἐκ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου. (I adjure you by God, do not torment me!
For he had said to him, “Come out of the man, you unclean Spirit!”)
Mt 8:29 ἦλθες ὧδε πρὸ καιροῦ βασανίσαι ἡμᾶς; (“Have you come here to torment
us before the time?”)
Again, Matthew has changed the question in dramatic ways. First of all, the demons are
not permitted to indicate that they have any power over Jesus by adjuring by God!78 Next,
he has changed the plea of the demons and the reason for it. According to the Markan
account the demon begs for release from present torment, which is explained as the result
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of Jesus’ order that the demon leave. In Matthew there is a reference to the Endtime
judgment “before the time” when the demons will be sent to their eternal punishment.79
Surely the demons expect torment in hell as their ultimate destiny at the final judgment
(Mt 25:41), but they do not expect it here and now.80 Thus their question betrays their
recognition that the authority of the Son of God is sufficient to expel them to their eternal
punishment even now in advance of the time set for what is waiting for them at the end
time judgment. They worry that Jesus has come to this world to inaugurate the end times
(12:28).81
With these changes alone Matthew has already communicated to his audience
the exalted status of Jesus and his cosmic power over the demons and time itself. Thus
we can say with Carson that the question of the demons illustrates “the fullest meaning of
the Son of God.”82
Matthew’s omission of Mk 5:9-10
Mk 5:9-10 9καὶ ἐπηρώτα αὐτόν· τί ὄνομά σοι; καὶ λέγει αὐτῷ· λεγιὼν ὄνομά μοι, ὅτι πολλοί
ἐσμεν. 10καὶ παρεκάλει αὐτὸν πολλὰ ἵνα μὴ αὐτὰ ἀποστείλῃ ἔξω τῆς χώρας. (Then Jesus
asked him, “What is your name?” He replied, “My name is Legion, for we are many.”
10
He begged him earnestly not to send them out of the country.)
Mark’s verse 9 introduces a reference to Legions, which suddenly moves the
narrative to a very present and earthly reality. Then, in v. 10, the plea of the demons not
to leave the country further underlines an earthly perspective rather than the apocalyptic
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threat of punishment that Matthew achieves. Robert Gundry suggests that the necessity of
Jesus’ knowing the name of the demon could give the impression that he was
experiencing difficulty and was reverting to techniques of exorcism where the exorcist
was required to know the name of the demon in order to expel it from the victim.83 Jesus
also knows about the demons because he is the Son of God. He does not ask what the
demons’ names are (cf. Mk 5:9, τί ὄνομά σοι). Jesus not only knows everything about the
demons but also has absolute authority over them. By eliminating that shift in v. 9,
Matthew avoids any distracting references to the soldiers stationed in the area. The fear
of apocalyptic judgment in Matthew’s version is allowed to ring out its witness to the
authority of Jesus which these demons fearfully recognize.
The demons’ request
Mk 5:10-12 10καὶ παρεκάλει αὐτὸν πολλὰ ἵνα μὴ αὐτὰ ἀποστείλῃ ἔξω τῆς χώρας.11ἦν δὲ
ἐκεῖ πρὸς τῷ ὄρει ἀγέλη χοίρων μεγάλη βοσκομένη· 12καὶ παρεκάλεσαν αὐτὸν λέγοντες·
πέμψον ἡμᾶς εἰς τοὺς χοίρους, ἵνα εἰς αὐτοὺς εἰσέλθωμεν. (He begged him earnestly not to
send them out of the country. Now there on the hillside a great herd of swine was
feeding and the unclean spirits begged him, “Send us into the swine; let us enter them.”)
Mt 8:30-31 30ἦν δὲ μακρὰν ἀπ᾿ αὐτῶν ἀγέλη χοίρων πολλῶν βοσκομένη. 31οἱ δὲ δαίμονες
παρεκάλουν αὐτὸν λέγοντες· εἰ ἐκβάλλεις ἡμᾶς, ἀπόστειλον ἡμᾶς εἰς τὴν ἀγέλην τῶν
χοίρων. (Now a large herd of swine was feeding at some distance from them. 84 The
demons begged him, “If you cast us out, send us into the herd of swine.”)
In Mark’s version of the account, the demons are worried and fear that they will
have to leave that part of the country. In Matthew, however, the demons’ fear is to avoid
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premature punishment and torture before the end time.85 In Mark’s version the solution to
their leaving the man but not leaving the country is for Jesus to send them into the pigs,
creatures which for the Jews have no business being raised in the first place. The use of
the imperative πέμψον ἡμᾶς, however, can sound as if the demons are ordering Jesus. In
Matthew, the previous expression of the demons that they will face torment before the
time makes the conditional sentence a true plea. Ἀπόστειλον ἡμᾶς εἰς τὴν ἀγέλην τῶν
χοίρων is certainly an imploration rather than a command.86
Nolland brings attention to the fact that Matt 8:31 is the only use of ‘δαίμων’ in
the New Testament. For him, this “underlines the fact that we have a window here onto
the significance of Jesus in relation to the larger supernatural realm.”87 In other words,
through the witness and obedience of two supernatural demons Jesus’ identity as the Son
of God is proved.
Thus, we may note, if the first story of the second cluster, the Stilling of the
Storm, illustrates Jesus’ divinity over the cosmic elements, this second story directly
demonstrates Jesus’, the Son of God’s, divinity and authority over the supernatural forces
of the demons.
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Drowning of the demons
Mk 5:13 καὶ ἐπέτρεψεν αὐτοῖς. καὶ ἐξελθόντα τὰ πνεύματα τὰ ἀκάθαρτα εἰσῆλθον εἰς τοὺς
χοίρους, καὶ ὥρμησεν ἡ ἀγέλη κατὰ τοῦ κρημνοῦ εἰς τὴν θάλασσαν, ὡς δισχίλιοι, καὶ
ἐπνίγοντο ἐν τῇ θαλάσσῃ. (So he gave them permission. And the unclean spirits came out
and entered the swine; and the herd, numbering about two thousand, rushed down the
steep bank into the sea, and were drowned in the sea.)
Mt 8:32 καὶ εἶπεν αὐτοῖς· ὑπάγετε. οἱ δὲ ἐξελθόντες ἀπῆλθον εἰς τοὺς χοίρους· καὶ ἰδοὺ
ὥρμησεν πᾶσα ἡ ἀγέλη κατὰ τοῦ κρημνοῦ εἰς τὴν θάλασσαν καὶ ἀπέθανον ἐν τοῖς ὕδασιν.
(And he said to them, “Go!” So they came out and entered the swine; and suddenly, the
whole herd rushed down the steep bank into the sea and perished in the water.)
In the Markan text, Jesus’ response is recorded in third person narration. Mark’s
choice of the verb ἐπέτρεψεν αὐτοῖς (v. 13a) does away with any idea that Jesus was
responding to a command in some way, but rather reinforces the authority of Jesus as “he
gave them permission.” Matthew handles this with direct speech, a favorite feature of his
redaction, in order to bring vividness to his narratives. For the first time, Jesus speaks and
it is one word of command: “go (ὑπάγετε).” Gundry understand this imperative as
demonstrative of Jesus’ authority:
For even greater enhancement of Jesus’ authority, “and he permitted
them” (so Mark and Luke) changes to a command that is directly quoted:
“and he said to them, ‘Go.’” Matthew likes ὑπάγετε (5, 6). “The unclean
spirits” (so Mark) drop out because they detract from the figure of Jesus.
The prefixing of ἀπ- rather than εἰσ- to -ῆλθον makes the obedience of the
demons match their sending exactly (ὑπό + στειλον). This revision
highlights the effectiveness of Jesus’ authoritative command. 88
Luz also comments, “The evangelist could not have more effectively put Jesus at the
center of the story.”89
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Mk 5:13b ἐξελθόντα τὰ πνεύματα τὰ ἀκάθαρτα εἰσῆλθον εἰς τοὺς χοίρους (And the
unclean spirits came out and entered the swine).
Mt 8:32b οἱ δὲ ἐξελθόντες ἀπῆλθον εἰς τοὺς χοίρους (So they came out and entered
the swine).
Matthew follows Mark’s initial verb, but changes it to the participial form,
ἐξελθόντες and then follows it with a synonym in the main verb, “ἀπῆλθον.” As a result,
there is a certain emphasis on the result of Jesus’ permission, his power. He also changes
the prefix of the verb εἰσῆλθον of Mark 5:13 into ἀπῆλθον. The use of prefix ἀπο rather
than εἰj in ἀπῆλθον also conveys the expulsion of the demons with Jesus’ order,
“upa,gete”. Here we can confirm that by redacting the Markan text Matthew tries to
illustrate the demon’s perfect obedience to Jesus and Jesus’ absolute authority over the
demons.
The result of the demons’ obedience to Jesus’ command is dramatic. Matthew
starts this section with one of his favorite expressions for the third time in this story:
‘behold’ (ἰδοὺ). When the demons come out and enter the swine, something unexpected
happens. The idea is that the demons are so afraid of the end time torture they would even
live in swine.
Mk 5:13 καὶ ὥρμησεν ἡ ἀγέλη κατὰ τοῦ κρημνοῦ εἰς τὴν θάλασσαν, ὡς δισχίλιοι,
καὶ ἐπνίγοντο ἐν τῇ θαλάσσῃ. (and the herd, numbering about two thousand,
rushed down the steep bank into the sea and were drowned in the sea.)
Mt 8:32c ὥρμησεν πᾶσα ἡ ἀγέλη κατὰ τοῦ κρημνοῦ εἰς τὴν θάλασσαν καὶ ἀπέθανον
ἐν τοῖς ὕδασιν (the whole herd rushed down the steep bank into the sea and
perished in the water.)
Here Matthew adds ‘all (πᾶσα)’ to the Markan text and removes ‘about two thousand’ (ὡς
δισχίλιοι). By redaction of the Markan text, Matthew emphasizes the totality of the herd
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rather than the large number of the pigs; in other words even one pig (thus even a demon)
is not excluded in this rush to death. The consequence of the stampede is that all of them
died in the water. This total destruction is strengthened one more time. While Mark
expresses that they were drowned (ἐπνίγοντο), Matthew articulates that they died
(ἀπέθανον). All pigs are dead and this sounds as if no demon can flee from Jesus’ torture.
There have been debates about the possibility of the demon’s death. Some
scholars insist that the demons cannot die because they are spiritual beings,90 while other
scholars suggest that the demons died along with the pigs.91 The Markan and Matthean
texts do not answer clearly whether the demons died or not. What the texts say is that the
demons are inside the pigs and the pigs are dead. The concept of torture may help solve
this question. Jesus will begin the torture before the end times during which the final
judgment begins (Mt 8:29), and the demons will be sent to hell after the final judgment
(Mt 25:41). The issue is what the content of the torture is in the context. The possible
torture is: (1) suffering the fire in hell permanently, (2) imprisonment in the abyss until
the final judgment. This torture seems to be related to water (cf. the abyss in Rev 20:3;
Lk 8:31) as seen above. The demons do not like water probably because they are sent
back to the abyss when they are drowned (Mt 12:43).92 In addition, the expulsion of the
demons means the inauguration of the kingdom of heaven (Mt 12:28). When all demons
are imprisoned in the abyss, the eschatology is fulfilled. Most importantly, the text says
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that Jesus will torture and not kill them. Thus the content of the torture seems to be the
confinement to the abyss.93 If this is correct, we can say that that the demons in this
episode do not die.
Aftermath
Mk 5:14-17 14Καὶ οἱ βόσκοντες αὐτοὺς ἔφυγον καὶ ἀπήγγειλαν εἰς τὴν πόλιν καὶ εἰς τοὺς
ἀγρούς· καὶ ἦλθον ἰδεῖν τί ἐστιν τὸ γεγονὸς15 καὶ ἔρχονται πρὸς τὸν Ἰησοῦν καὶ θεωροῦσιν
τὸν δαιμονιζόμενον καθήμενον ἱματισμένον καὶ σωφρονοῦντα, τὸν ἐσχηκότα τὸν λεγιῶνα,
καὶ ἐφοβήθησαν.16 καὶ διηγήσαντο αὐτοῖς οἱ ἰδόντες πῶς ἐγένετο τῷ δαιμονιζομένῳ καὶ περὶ
τῶν χοίρων.17 καὶ ἤρξαντο παρακαλεῖν αὐτὸν ἀπελθεῖν ἀπὸ τῶν ὁρίων αὐτῶν. (The
swineherds ran off and told it in the city and in the country. Then people came to see
what it was that had happened. 15They came to Jesus and saw the demoniac sitting there,
clothed and in his right mind, the very man who had had the legion; and they were afraid.
16
Those who had seen what had happened to the demoniac and to the swine reported it.
17
Then they began to beg Jesus to leave their neighborhood.)
Mt 8:33-34 33οἱ δὲ βόσκοντες ἔφυγον, καὶ ἀπελθόντες εἰς τὴν πόλιν ἀπήγγειλαν πάντα καὶ
τὰ τῶν δαιμονιζομένων. 34 καὶ ἰδοὺ πᾶσα ἡ πόλις ἐξῆλθεν εἰς ὑπάντησιν τῷ Ἰησοῦ καὶ
ἰδόντες αὐτὸν παρεκάλεσαν ὅπως μεταβῇ ἀπὸ τῶν ὁρίων αὐτῶν (The swineherds ran off,
and on going into the town, they told the whole story about what had happened to the
demoniacs. 34Then [lit. ‘and behold’] the whole town came out to meet Jesus; and when
they saw him, they begged him to leave their neighborhood.)
Matthew’s redaction streamlines the point. In Mark, an awkward doubling of
proclamation holds up the main event of the people’s rejection of Jesus. First, the
swineherds spread the news in the ‘city,’ wherever that would be, and also the
countryside. It is not clear where the people are from or how many people come to see
the results of Jesus’ exorcism. The idea that the people want to see the exorcized man for
themselves is quite natural since according to Mark’s introduction the people had tried to
chain and hobble the demonized man to no avail (v. 3). They would want to confirm the
story of the swineherd. Mark describes the exorcized man as ‘clothed” (we did not know
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he was naked) and sane, even-minded (σωφρονοῦντα). But then Mark narrates how the
swineherds repeat what happened, which is certainly redundant. It succeeds in holding up
the surprising and dark reaction of the people who beg Jesus to leave.
In the Matthean version, the swineherds make one proclamation to the town, not
to a city and countryside. It is this whole town that comes out, not to see the exorcized
demoniacs, but to see Jesus whose power effected the freeing of the two men. So here
Matthew has turned the focus onto Jesus in front of this whole town. The exorcized men
are left out of the narrative and the elements of their being now clothed and calm is a
distraction from the main point of the story for Matthew, as Luz comments:
The realistic descriptions of the demoniacs’ condition are omitted (Mark
5:3-5); indeed Matthew does not even mention that at the end they are
well (Mark 5:15). Obviously, for Matthew the demoniacs are not
important in themselves. Their literary function is to “mirror” the power of
the Son of God. The abridgements are in the service of a positive intention
for the narrative.94
He can now report the amazing response of the gentile town, a collective rejection of
Jesus: “They begged him to leave.”
Matthew’s omission of Mk 5:18-20
Mk 5:18-20 18Καὶ ἐμβαίνοντος αὐτοῦ εἰς τὸ πλοῖον παρεκάλει αὐτὸν ὁ δαιμονισθεὶς ἵνα μετ᾿
αὐτοῦ ᾖ. 19καὶ οὐκ ἀφῆκεν αὐτόν, ἀλλὰ λέγει αὐτῷ· ὕπαγε εἰς τὸν οἶκόν σου πρὸς τοὺς σοὺς
καὶ ἀπάγγειλον αὐτοῖς ὅσα ὁ κύριός σοι πεποίηκεν καὶ ἠλέησέν σε. 20καὶ ἀπῆλθεν καὶ ἤρξατο
κηρύσσειν ἐν τῇ Δεκαπόλει ὅσα ἐποίησεν αὐτῷ ὁ Ἰησοῦς, καὶ πάντες ἐθαύμαζον (18As he
was getting into the boat, the man who had been possessed by demons begged him that
he might be with him. 19But Jesus refused, and said to him, “Go home to your friends,
and tell them how much the Lord has done for you.” 20And he went away and began to
proclaim in the Decapolis how much Jesus had done for him; and everyone was amazed.)
For those scholars who hold that the main theme of this second trio of miracles
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concerns good discipleship teaching, Matthew’s omission of the man who asks to follow
Jesus in Mk 5:18-20 presents a problem.95 In fact the redaction Matthew has performed
on this story makes Jesus and his power the main focus of the miracle story. This is borne
out if one recalls that the evangelist has not even felt it necessary to mention the resulting
peace of the exorcized men. With Gundry we can affirm “Matthew did not allow a single
detail of the sequel of the exorcism in order not to distract any attention from Jesus
himself.”96 Thus, Matthew’s excising of this conclusion results in the last statement of the
miracle story being the fearful reaction of the whole town on account of the immensity of
the power over the most vicious demoniac powers. They have not heard the cry of the
demons, as the listener did, that Jesus is the Son of God.
The Main Theme of the Story
What then is the main theme of this story? Matthew’s intent becomes clear when
the story is seen in its sequence. The feature that stands out most clearly, as we have
shown, is the power of Jesus as Son of God. In fact, this is the theme that is brought home
throughout this second cluster. As the cosmos obeyed Jesus in the first story (“What sort
of man is this that even the winds and the sea obey him?” Matt 8:27),97 so now in this
story, that identity is plainly called out by the demons who recognize him fully, “What
have you to do with us, Son of God?” (Matt 8:29).
As in the Markan story, Jesus’ power over the demons is so great that it frightens
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the people, but, as we have seen, in the Matthean redaction the demons’ fearful question
shows the extent of Jesus’ divinity. He has the power to preempt the coming Endtime
punishments and cast the demons into their time of torment. This is the cosmic power that
matches the story of the Stilling of the Storm. While Jesus’ identity as Son of God was
not clearly mentioned in the first story of the second cluster, but only the question leading
to this answer, that answer is plainly affirmed albeit by the fear-filled recognition of
Jesus’ status by the demons.98
Conclusion of the Story
This Christological confession then holds the primary point of this cluster of three
miracles.99 In the first cluster, Jesus’ ministry of healing shows him as the fulfillment of
Isaiah’s prophecy concerning the Messiah. Now, in this cluster, the identity of Jesus is
further revealed. He already showed his authority over the nature, and now he is
demonstrating his divine authority so great that the demons fear his using it to initiate
their punishments. As we shall see in the next section, Matthew will now move to the
third miracle story where the Son of God will show himself authorized to forgive sins.
The Third Stage: Healing of the Paralytic (Mt 9:1-8// Mk 2:1-12)
1

Kai. evmba.j eivj ploi/on diepe,rasen kai. h=lqen eivj th.n ivdi,an po,linÅ 2kai. ivdou.
prose,feron auvtw/| paralutiko.n evpi. kli,nhj beblhme,nonÅ kai. ivdw.n o` VIhsou/j th.n pi,stin
auvtw/n ei=pen tw/| paralutikw/(| Qa,rsei( te,knon( avfi,entai, sou ai` a`marti,aiÅ 3kai. ivdou,
tinej tw/n grammate,wn ei=pan evn e`autoi/j( Ou-toj blasfhmei/Å 4kai. ivdw.n o` VIhsou/j ta.j
evnqumh,seij auvtw/n ei=pen( ~Inati, evnqumei/sqe ponhra. evn tai/j kardi,aij u`mw/nÈ 5ti, ga,r
98
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evstin euvkopw,teron( eivpei/n( VAfi,entai, sou ai` a`marti,ai( h' eivpei/n( :Egeire kai.
peripa,teiÈ 6i[na de. eivdh/te o[ti evxousi,an e;cei o` ui`oj. tou/ avnqrw,pou evpi. th/j gh/j avfie,nai
a`marti,aj to,te le,gei tw/| paralutikw/(| VEgerqei.j a=ro,n sou th.n kli,nhn kai. u[page eivj to.n
oi=ko,n souÅ 7kai. evgerqei.j avph/lqen eivj to.n oi=kon auvtou/Å 8ivdo,ntej de. oi` o;cloi evfobh,qhsan
kai. evdo,xasan to.n qeo.n to.n do,nta evxousi,an toiau,thn toi/j avnqrw,poijÅ
1

And after getting into a boat he crossed the sea and came to his own town. 2And
just then some people were carrying a paralyzed man lying on a bed. When Jesus saw
their faith, he said to the paralytic, "Take heart, son; your sins are forgiven." 3Then some
of the scribes said to themselves, "This man is blaspheming." 4But Jesus, perceiving their
thoughts, said, "Why do you think evil in your hearts? 5For which is easier, to say, 'Your
sins are forgiven,' or to say, 'Stand up and walk'? 6But so that you may know that the Son
of Man has authority on earth to forgive sins"-- he then said to the paralytic--"Stand up,
take your bed and go to your home." 7And he stood up and went to his home. 8When the
crowds saw it, they were filled with awe, and they glorified God, who had given such
authority to human beings.
Introduction
One remarkable feature of this miracle story is that this story is located at a
context very different from that of Mark. While the first and second miracle stories of the
second cluster come from the continuous passages of Mark 4:35-41 and Mark 5:1-20
respectively, suddenly the third miracle story is quoted from Mark 2:1-12. This sudden
change in order is important in understanding the author’s intention and should be
explained with appropriate reasons why it is needed at the present place instead of the
miracle story of a dead girl and a hemorrhaging woman in Mark 5:21-43.100
The Matthean Redaction
Transition
Mk 2:1-2 1Kai. eivselqw.n pa,lin eivj Kafarnaou.m diV h`merw/n hvkou,sqh o[ti evn oi;kw| evsti,nÅ
2
kai. sunh,cqhsan polloi. w[ste mhke,ti cwrei/n mhde. ta. pro.j th.n qu,ran( kai. evla,lei
auvtoi/j to.n lo,gon (1When he returned to Capernaum after some days, it was reported that
he was at home. 2So many gathered around that there was no longer room for them, not
even in front of the door; and he was speaking the word to them).
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Mt 9:1 Kai. evmba.j eivj ploi/on diepe,rasen kai. h=lqen eivj th.n ivdi,an po,lin (And after
getting into a boat he crossed the sea and came to his own town).

While Mark’s Jesus comes back “home” having healed the leper (Mk 1:40-45)
during his travels through Galilee, Matthew’s Jesus arrives to his own ‘town’ having
exorcized the two Gadarene demoniacs,101 and his rejection by those Gentile
townspeople.102 It is notable that Matthew avoids using the notion of Jesus being “at
home” ( evn oi;kw) and instead uses ‘his own town” ( eivj th.n ivdi,an po,lin). This editing
may reflect Matthew’s sensitivity to Jesus’ saying recorded earlier in Mt 8:20 where he
warns the would-be disciples that the Son of Man has nowhere to lay his head.103
Matthew could have accepted Mark’s context of Jesus being in a house as he found the
story in Mark, but he chose not to do so.
Jesus’ forgiving of the paralytic’s sins
Mk 2:3-5 3kai. e;rcontai fe,rontej pro.j auvto.n paralutiko.n aivro,menon u`po. tessa,rwnÅ
4
kai. mh. duna,menoi prosene,gkai auvtw/| dia. to.n o;clon avpeste,gasan th.n ste,ghn o[pou h=n(
kai. evxoru,xantej calw/si to.n kra,batton o[pou o` paralutiko.j kate,keitoÅ 5kai. ivdw.n o`
VIhsou/j th.n pi,stin auvtw/n le,gei tw/| paralutikw/(| Te,knon( avfi,entai, sou ai` a`marti,ai
(3Then some people came, bringing to him a paralyzed man, carried by four of them.
4
And when they could not bring him to Jesus because of the crowd, they removed the
roof above him; and after having dug through it, they let down the mat on which the
paralytic lay. 5When Jesus saw their faith, he said to the paralytic, "Son, your sins are
forgiven").
Mt 9:2-3 2kai. ivdou. prose,feron auvtw/| paralutiko.n evpi. kli,nhj beblhme,nonÅ kai. ivdw.n o`
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VIhsou/j th.n pi,stin auvtw/n ei=pen tw/| paralutikw/(| Qa,rsei( te,knon( avfi,entai, sou ai`
a`marti,ai. 3kai. ivdou, tinej tw/n grammate,wn ei=pan evn e`autoi/j( Ou-toj blasfhmei/ (2And
just then some people were carrying a paralyzed man lying on a bed. When Jesus saw
their faith, he said to the paralytic, "Take heart, son; your sins are forgiven." 3Then some
of the scribes said to themselves, "This man is blaspheming”).
In the Markan account, there is evidence of an earlier story being redacted by the
insertion of a controversy story defending Jesus’ authority to forgive sins. Scholars
point to the fact that Mark’s v. 5b presents Jesus’ pronouncement of the forgiveness of
sins, and the beginning of the controversy which climaxes with v. 10b, where Jesus
pronounces the command of healing. 104
Matthew has completely excised the whole amazing situation that acts as the
context for the paralytic’s encounter with Jesus. Crowds do not surround a house where
Jesus is teaching, so that the friends of the paralytic go up on the roof, and dig through it
to lower the man. For Matthew, these astonishing boldness and fascinating narrative idea
to listeners, are completely removed. In Mark, the extreme measures taken by the friends
do not raise any objection from Jesus or anyone else on the grounds of their destructive
behavior. Rather, Jesus sees only the confidence they have that he can restore their friend:
Jesus is moved by their ‘faith’.
The real problem with this part of the story is that it remains arrestingly ingenious
and distracting to the lesson that has been inserted about the authority of Jesus to forgive
sins.
Matthew has excised the entire context, and polished the core of the controversy
story so that the issue of Jesus’ authority to forgive sins takes the spotlight, while the
104
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friends of the paralyzed man merely bring him out of the house on his bed. For their
belief that Jesus can cure their friend, Jesus recognizes their faith, but that is all. The
simple arrival of the paralytic, carried by some people, is apparently sufficient to
Matthew in describing their faith,105 and he just points to the presence of faith following
the Markan text: “ivdw.n o` VIhsou/j th.n pi,stin auvtw/n (Jesus saw their faith).” Thus we
may say that “the connection between faith and healing is pushed back into the
background.”106 Faith is not really the topic of this story as it was in the pre-Markan
healing story, before the insertion of vv 6-10a.
In both versions of the story, however, the evangelist’s report that it was this
expression of confidence in Jesus’ power to heal their friend that moved him to act and
Jesus’ response is to pronounce the forgiveness of the paralyzed man’s sins. We note that
Matthew first has Jesus encourage the sick man, urging Qa,rsei (“Take heart!”).
Matthew has probably been influenced by the use of this encouraging word from the
Markan account of Jesus’ Walking on the Water (Mk 6:45-52), where Jesus makes the
same call to his fearful disciples (Mk 6:50c//Matt 14: 27). Matthew inserts Qa,rsei into
the Markan account of the Women with the Hemorrhage (Mk 5:25-34) when Jesus
pronounces that her faith has made her well (Mk 5:34//Matt 9:22).107

Matthew’s

addition brings an extra sense of compassion to the scene. Forgiveness of sin gives the
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impression that “Jesus is doing surgery with words, that he is reaching down beneath the
man’s paralysis to his guilt.”108
The pronouncement of Jesus, however, is astonishing in its own right. We should
notice immediately however, that there is no connection between the man’s paralysis and
his sins, as some scholars have mistakenly proposed. If the intent had been to suggest
that the paralysis was caused by the man’s sins, then when Jesus assured the man, “Take
heart, Son, your sins are forgiven”, he should have leaped up, healed completely. As it is,
the man remains paralyzed until Jesus’ word of healing at the conclusion of the story, as
proof, of his authority to forgive sins. That is, no physical change in health would be
visible as the soul was healed, but Jesus’ power to forgive sins and bring that healing
would be confirmed by his power to bring wholeness to the physical body.
Mk 2:6-7 6h=san de, tinej tw/n grammate,wn evkei/ kaqh,menoi kai.
dialogizo,menoi evn tai/j kardi,aij auvtw/n( 7Ti, ou-toj ou[twj lalei/È
blasfhmei/\ ti,j du,natai avfie,nai a`marti,aj eiv mh. ei-j o` qeo,jÈ (6Now some
of the scribes were sitting there, questioning in their hearts, 7"Why does
this fellow speak in this way? It is blasphemy! Who can forgive sins but
God alone?")
Matt 9:3 kai. ivdou, tinej tw/vn grammate,wn ei-pan evn e`autoi/j í ou=toj
blasfhmei/. (3Then some of the scribes said to themselves, "This man is
blaspheming").
While it is the scribes who charge Jesus with blasphemy in both stories,
Matthew’s context makes their presence far more realistic. In the Markan story, it is
unlikely that scribes would be seated among the crowds pressed into the house to hear
Jesus’ teaching. Matthew’s reorientation of the story onto the road makes it more possible
that scribes might be passing or watching. The charge of the scribes loses something of
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its anecdotal quality and takes on the polish of Matthew’s focus. He deletes the
description of them questioning in their heart and substitutes the more prosaic “said to
themselves.” He removes the question as to Jesus’ motivation (“Why does this fellow
speak in this way?”). More carefully yet, he has removed their statement “Who can
forgive sins but God alone?” Here he does not deny that Jesus is God. Rather he
emphatically sustains the main charge that Jesus has committed blasphemy.
We could ask whether a first century listener knowledgeable of Jewish religious
tradition and sensibility would agree that Jesus had blasphemed. It must be recognized
that the exact definition of blasphemy before the later rabbinic movement, would have
been wider encompassing. For example, Mishnah Sanhedrin 7.5 reads, “The blasphemer
is not culpable unless he pronounces the Name itself.”109 Based on this narrow definition
alone, Jesus could not be charged with blasphemy. What one sees in the various texts of
the OT and the Qumran scrolls,110 however, is that forgiveness of sins is a Divine
prerogative, and blasphemous behavior usurps the Divine prerogative.111 Seen from this
perspective, Jesus’ pronouncement of forgiveness of sins would be open to a charge of
blasphemy in the sense of committing sacrilege. The Scribes are charging that Jesus is
offending “God’s majesty and honor by usurping a role considered to be uniquely his
alone.”112

109

Mishnah. trans. by H. Danby (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1991), 392.

110

Exod. 34:6-7; 2 Sam 12:13; Pss 32:1-5; 51:3-3 [1-2] , 9-11 [7-9]; 103:3; 130:4; Isa 43:25;
44:22; Dan 9:9; Zech 3:4; 1QS 2:9; CD 3:18; 20:34 . See Gundry, Mark, 113.
111

112

Luz, Matthew 8-20, 28.

G. H. Twelftree, “Blasphemy,” in DJG (Downers Grove, IL: IVP, 1992), 76-77. Carson also
gives a similar definition: “Jesus claims to do something only God could do.” See his book, Matthew, 222.

319
Some scholars might want to argue that Jesus is using the divine passive
‘avfi,entai, (are forgiven)’ so that what Jesus means is that he knows God has done the
forgiving.113 But that is not upheld by the account since Jesus himself will use his final
healing of the paralytic to make the point that the Son of Man has power on earth to
forgive sins.114
This issue of the forgiveness of sins holds a special significance for the Matthean
community as seen in two other places. First, in Matthew’s infancy narratives the angel
tells Joseph “She [Mary] will bear a son, and you are to name him Jesus, for he will save
his people from their sins” (Matt 1:21). It is certain that the name Jesus (Jeshua, or
Joshua, or again Jehoshua) picks up the meaning of “salvation” as in “The Lord is
salvation.” The translation of the name as “saving from sin” belongs to the explicit
Matthean tradition alone. Again, in Matthew’s redaction of Mark’s narration of the Last
Supper (Mk 14:22-25//Matt 26:26-29) Mk 14:24 reads “He said to them, ‘This is my
blood of the covenant, which is poured out for many’”, while Matt 26:28 holds, “for this
is my blood of the covenant, which is poured out for many for the forgiveness of sins.”
This attention of Matthew to Jesus as one who forgives sins explains, we suggest, his
special attention to this account, and his special placement of it as the third story, the
climax of the three accounts in the second cluster.
The challenge of the scribes in this account is the first controversy story in the
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Matthean gospel. Matthew has deliberately raised the main issue, brought it to the fore,
which is the authority of Jesus. Matthew brings the significance of Jesus’ forgiveness of
sins into the main focus as the one which will be supported when the paralytic picks up
his bed and walks through the crowd.
To gauge the significance of this issue for Jesus’ authority, it is instructive to note
that as Davies and Allison comment, “there is very little evidence that the Messiah was
expected to intercede or atone for sins.”115 Gundry too affirms. “According to Jewish
belief, not even the Messiah is going to forgive sins.”116 Matthew here makes it clear that
Jesus’ true identity is found beyond the usual categories of the expected Messiah.117
To the scribes, Jesus is nothing but an ordinary human being who usurps God’s
unique role of forgiving sins. Probably the scribes think that Jesus is unable to heal the
paralytic and he is pretending to do God’s role instead to cover up.118 The scribes’
response to Jesus’ announcement makes their view of Jesus plain. For Matthew’s
believing community however, Jesus does not blaspheme, as the story now will reveal.
Jesus’ response to the Pharisees’ thoughts
Mk 2:8-9 8kai. euvqu.j evpignou.j o` VIhsou/j tw/| pneu,mati auvtou/ o[ti ou[twj dialogi,zontai evn
e`autoi/j le,gei auvtoi/j( Ti, tau/ta dialogi,zesqe evn tai/j kardi,aij u`mw/nÈ 9ti, evstin
euvkopw,teron( eivpei/n tw/| paralutikw/(| VAfi,entai, sou ai` a`marti,ai( h' eivpei/n( :Egeire kai.
a=ron to.n kra,batto,n sou kai. peripa,teiÈ (8At once Jesus perceived in his spirit that they
were discussing these questions among themselves; and he said to them, "Why do you
115
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raise such questions in your hearts? 9Which is easier, to say to the paralytic, 'Your sins
are forgiven,' or to say, 'Stand up and take your mat and walk'?)
Mt 9:4-5 4kai. ivdw.n o` VIhsou/j ta.j evnqumh,seij auvtw/n ei=pen( ~Inati, evnqumei/sqe ponhra. evn
tai/j kardi,aij u`mw/nÈ 5ti, ga,r evstin euvkopw,teron( eivpei/n( VAfi,entai, sou ai` a`marti,ai( h'
eivpei/n( :Egeire kai. peripa,teiÈ (4But Jesus, perceiving their thoughts, said, "Why do you
think evil in your hearts? 5For which is easier, to say, 'Your sins are forgiven,' or to say,
'Stand up and walk'?)
In this section, Matthew follows Mark in that Jesus manifests his knowledge of
the scribes’ inner judgment against him with two counter questions, but increases the
sense of a counter challenge and judgment of his own against the scribes. Matthew
begins with change of Mark’s ‘τi,’ into the more challenging ‘i`nati,’ more accurately
translated: ‘for what reason,’119 and more directly, pointedly replaces Mark’s
‘dialogi,zesqe’ with ‘evnqumei/sqe ponhra’ , charging their thoughts as “evil”.120 As a
result, if the sense in Mark is that the scribes have religious doubts about Jesus’
surprising response to the paralytic in this pronouncement of the forgiveness of sins,
Matthew’s handling presents them as evil in mind and heart. Carson, however, goes too
far when he accuses them of being “untrue, unbelieving and blind to what is being
revealed before their eyes”, which is Jesus’ divinity.121 We have to say that this is asking
too much, after all. Rather, Matthew is interpreting Mark’s tradition to convey the idea
that the scribes were ready to accuse Jesus through evil motives.
The second counter-question explains why Jesus pronounces that the paralytic’s
sins are forgiven: “ti, evstin euvkopw,teron (which is easier)?” In this verse, Matthew
119
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follows Mark except two minor changes. This verse is one good example showing that
Matthew generally maintains Jesus’ words. Thus, as Matthew presents the second
question, his redaction creates a sense of dignified correction of Jesus, and not a kind of
defensive answer such as we find in Mark.
Mk 2:9 ti, evstin euvkopw,teron( eivpei/n tw/| paralutikw/(| VAfi,entai, sou ai`
a`marti,ai( h' eivpei/n( :Egeire , kai. a=ron to.n kra,batto,n sou kai. peripa,tei
(Which is easier, to say to the paralytic,'Your sins are forgiven,' or to say, 'Stand
up and take your mat and walk')?
Mt 9:5 ti, ga,r evstin euvkopw,teron( eivpei/n( VAfi,entai, sou ai` a`marti,ai( h' eivpei/n(
:Egeire kai. peripa,tei (For which is easier, to say, 'Your sins are forgiven,' or to
say,'Stand up and walk')?
The small changes that are made in Matthew’s v. 5, present a tighter statement of
the argument. The omission of ‘tw/| paralutikw (to the paralytic)’ moves the question
away from this particular case of the paralytic, to a more general question. This also
explains his elimination of ‘a=ron to.n kra,batto,n sou (take your mat).’ The question
concerns the authority to forgive sins or to perform a physical miracle: ‘VAfi,entai, sou ai`
a`marti,ai ('Your sins are forgiven)’ or ‘:Egeire kai. peripa,tei (Stand up and walk).’ We
can ask in what sense euvkopw,teron is intended. There are two possible interpretations to
this question: 1) Is the pronouncement of sins easier because one cannot see whether or
not it is efficacious, but commanding a miracle demands proof and therefore is ‘harder’?
or 2) Is the pronouncement of sins ‘harder’ because one takes on oneself the authority
that must be conferred from above, while in relation, commanding a healing is seen
performed by others and belongs to a lesser gift from heaven. Many scholars support the
first interpretation that Jesus announces forgiveness of sin first because it is easier to
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forgive sin rather than to heal.122 For example, Bruner focuses on the unnecessary proof
of forgiveness.123
The easier thing to say is forgiveness, because nothing visible is needed
for proof in an invisible relation with God. It is definitely harder to say a
healing word because the truth or falsehood of this can be instantly
verified. Jesus could have been accused of a cheap sensationalism – or
even of making the most audacious claims (forgiveness of sins) – without
having to deliver any proof whatever. Jesus intends to keep the issue
focused where he wants it: on his seemingly blasphemous claim. The
healing will be used to prove the deeper reality of Jesus’ divine
investiture.
Davies and Allison also support the first interpretation. They focus on the difficult
healing which will result in the scribes’ interest in the easy forgiveness of sin.124
Although it is certainly not easier to forgive sins than it is to heal disease,
it is easier to pronounce the forgiveness of sins than to command someone
to walk, this because only the latter can be objectively verified. But Jesus,
as the following verses show, can in fact heal the paralytic. So he can do
the harder thing, and this should cause his critics to wonder whether he
cannot also forgive sins.
The common factor that those scholars share in supporting the first interpretation is that
forgiving sins is easier because it does not need proof. Jesus has no difficulty in
pronouncing forgiveness of sin because there is no way to show the visible result. But it
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is doubtful if this is the only criterion we should consider in judging which is easier.
Two Matthean scholars conclude the second meaning is the one intended by
Matthew, that is that pronouncing forgiveness of sins is not something ‘easy’, but rather
demands calling on one’s greater authorization from God, and therefore ‘harder”, than
commanding a healing. Carson states,125 “Jesus claims to do the more difficult thing. To
the scribes, healing is easier than forgiving sins because only God forgive sins. But Jesus
is doing more difficult things.” Nolland, for his part explains:126
The answer is that it all depends on whether the words ‘your sins are
forgiven’ as more than empty words. It is easier to say ‘your sins are
forgiven’ if you are a charlatan because there is no immediate check; it is
easier to say ‘get up and walk’ if you are the genuine article because
restoration of physical ability pales into insignificance beside the benefit
of full and complete forgiveness.
Because Jesus is the divine being, healing is easier than the forgiveness of sin and the
benefit of healing is secondary to that of forgiving sins. Thus Jesus is doing the harder
one first.
In sum, those scholars who support the first interpretation generally focus on the
fact that forgiveness does not require any visible evidence. However, this interpretation
seems less persuasive. The question ‘which is easier?’ asks which is easier to bring the
same result: healing the paralytic. When Jesus mentions easiness, he does not mean
easiness of the process, but easiness of the work. One result of forgiving sin is healing.
While healing does not remove sins, forgiving sins results in healing. Thus, Jesus is
asking which the easier way for healing the paralytic is. Of course, the easier way is
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direct healing because even the healing Messiah can do it; forgiving sins is harder
because it belongs to the divine realm. Jesus is choosing harder way to show that he has
the authority of forgiving sins as will be seen in the next verse.
Jesus’ explanation for his forgiveness of sins
Mk 2:10-12a 10i[na de. eivdh/te o[ti evxousi,an e;cei o` ui`o.j tou/ avnqrw,pou avfie,nai a`marti,aj
evpi. th/j gh/j le,gei tw/| paralutikw/(| 11Soi. le,gw( e;geire a=ron to.n kra,batto,n sou kai.
u[page eivj to.n oi=ko,n souÅ 12akai. hvge,rqh kai. euvqu.j a;raj to.n kra,batton evxh/lqen
e;mprosqen pa,ntwn( (10But so that you may know that the Son of Man has authority on
earth to forgive sins"-- he said to the paralytic-- 11"I say to you, stand up, take your mat
and go to your home." 12aAnd he stood up, and immediately took the mat and went out
before all of them;)
Mt 9:6-7 6i[na de. eivdh/te o[ti evxousi,an e;cei o` ui`oj. tou/ avnqrw,pou evpi. th/j gh/j avfie,nai
a`marti,aj to,te le,gei tw/| paralutikw/(| VEgerqei.j a=ro,n sou th.n kli,nhn kai. u[page eivj to.n
oi=ko,n sou. 7kai. evgerqei.j avph/lqen eivj to.n oi=kon auvtou/ (6But so that you may know that
the Son of Man has authority on earth to forgive sins"-- he then said to the paralytic-"Stand up, take your bed and go to your home." 7And he stood up and went to his home).
Here Matthew follows Mark. But the significance of “Son of Man” for Matthew
makes the use of the title here a pronouncement of his divine authorization. And with
this, the story receives its climactic conclusion.
In the Markan gospel, this is the first time Jesus refers to himself as the Son of
Man, and it is clear that there is a divine authority that is claimed immediately.
Following this usage, the second time Mark uses it, is in the pronouncement story of Mk
2:23-28 where Jesus uses this self-designation to claim himself “Lord of the Sabbath”.
The problem is that following these two usages of the titles, the further sense of a divine
authority is not at all clear. Mk 8:31, 39; 9:9, 31, 10:33, 10:45 all feature the vulnerable
Jesus who will suffer and be raised and do not suggest the power of the heavenly figure
of Dan 7 13-14. Only in Mk 13:24; 14.42 and 64 is it clear that the Tradition identifies
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Jesus as the one who is to fulfill Dan 7:13-14.
In Matthew, the Son of Man as the fulfillment of Dan 7:13-14 is carefully
underlined in a sequence of continuous, developing statements of his heavenly
empowerment, his return and his role as final judge. Matthew’s first presentation of the
title is in the “first intervening pericopae”, Matt 8:19-20, in Jesus’ response to the Scribe
who wishes to follow him: “The Son of Man has nowhere to lay his head.” This first
reference, drawn from Q (Q 9:58) conveys the sense of the vulnerability of Jesus, a sense
that is certainly also found in Mark as well. In this third story of the cluster that follows
that story, Matthew now asserts something of the full dimensions of that self-designation,
Son of Man. This is Jesus claiming his evxousi,a. Matthew follows Mark but with a
significant juxtaposition of the statement, as Gundry astutely observes: 127
He brings forward evpi. th/j gh/j from the end of the clause , where it tells
the place of forgiveness, to a position right after ov ui`oj. tou/ avnqrw,pou ,
where it tells the place of the Son of Man’s authority. The stress thus
shifts from forgiveness of sins to the figure of Jesus as the Son of Man
and, more particularly, to the demonstration that the Son of man, a
heavenly figure in Dan 7:13-14, retains his authority on earth.
The listener to the gospel now is aware that the title of Son of Man, as used by
Jesus, speaks to its divine reference. That is, here in this final miracle story, Matthew has
opened up another aspect of Jesus’ identity. While this particular text affirms Jesus’
authority as Son of Man on earth, the very next usage of the title is found in special
Matthean material, embedded in the Mission Speech, Matthew 10, the speech that
follows directly on the third and last cluster of miracle stories. There in Matt 10:17-25, v.
23 reads, “When they persecute you in one town, flee to the next; for truly I tell you, you
127
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will not have gone through all the town of Israel before the Son of Man comes”. Here
then, just as Matt 9:6a asserts Jesus’ authority on earth, Matthew 10:23 asserts his role as
the coming Judge, the Son of Man coming down from heaven. The sequence with which
Matthew develops this identity for Jesus as the fulfillment of the Dan 7:13-14 underline
the major significance of this title for Matthew. 128
This dissertation does not allow for an excursus on Matthew’s use of the Son of
Man and the many scholarly treatments that address various aspects of its significance for
the evangelist,129 but we only wish to note that, unlike Mark, Matthew has sequenced his
use of his sources and redaction so that this miracle story now makes plain the divine
attribution that belongs to the title Son of Man for Matthew.
Jesus does not clarify whether the healing of the man is seen as the easier or as
the harder act. Rather he tells the scribes that the success of the healing will prove
128
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whether or not God has authorized him, or whether he has offended God with hubris.
The man is able to do just as Jesus has commanded. As in Mark, the man’s healing is
proof not only of Jesus’ divine power over nature, but also an affirmation that he has
been authorized to forgive sins by God. With this, Matthew is affirming the sacred and
supernatural significance of the title “Son of Man” for Jesus.
The crowds’ response
Mk 2:12b w[ste evxi,stasqai pa,ntaj kai. doxa,zein to.n qeo.n le,gontaj o[ti Ou[twj ouvde,pote
ei;domenÅ (so that they were all amazed and glorified God, saying, "We have never seen
anything like this!")
Mt 9:8 ivdo,ntej de. oi` o;cloi evfobh,qhsan kai. evdo,xasan to.n qeo.n to.n do,nta evxousi,an
toiau,thn toi/j avnqrw,poij. (When the crowds saw it, they were filled with awe, and they
glorified God, who had given such authority to human beings)
The story ends with the wonder of the crowds. The scribes disappear from the
scene, and the crowds respond to Jesus’ compassionate forgiveness, and his cure of this
paralyzed man. The scribes disappear from the story just as they do in Mark. Nolland
suggests that crowds are filled with awe as in the presence of God (cf. Mt 17:6).130 In
Mark, the reason that the crowds praise God is because of the miracle. However, in
Matthew Jesus’ divine authority as a divine Son of Man is emphasized by repeating the
word “authority”: “They glorified God, who had given such authority (evxousi,an
toiau,thn) to human beings.” 131 It must be noted here that “crowds” are not those of the
inner circle but those who are observing. Their understanding of the event is sufficient
however, in that unlike the scribes, they are willing to be in awe. Again, we could note
with France that while healing could be associated with a Messiah, the forgiveness of sin
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is not an expectation.132 Jesus is more than the Messiah, and his self-designation as Son
of Man speaks of a divine identity far more exalted than ‘Messiah.’ This title suggests
Jesus’ divinity as Son of God.
Conclusion of the Second Cluster
If the first cluster (8:1-17) illustrates Jesus as the merciful healing Messiah from
Isa 53:4, the second division of three miracle stories (8:23-9:8) describes Jesus’ divinity.
However, just as in the first cluster, Matthew apparently arranges the three miracle stories
progressively according to the MTSP writing technique.
The first story is a nature miracle story that describes the nature’s obedience to
Jesus. Even the wind and waves obey Jesus, and this obedience is not expected from the
messianic agent. The disciples in the boat are surprised at the obedience and are led to
contemplate about Jesus’ identity: Jesus is more than the messianic agent.
Jesus’ divine identity is clearly mentioned in the second miracle story by the
demons, the main characters along with Jesus. They know that Jesus is the Son of God,
and they cannot help but ask for his mercy and follow his decision. The demons’ witness
cannot be wrong because they have supernatural knowledge. This witness is supported
strongly with Matthew’s redaction of one demoniac into two.
Finally, Jesus’ divine identity as the divinely empowered Son of Man suggests
that his identity goes far beyond that. The Son of Man in Daniel 7:13-14 is in fact a
divine figure, but in Jesus’ forgiveness of sins a far more intimate relationship with
vulnerable humans and suffering humanity is indicated. Jesus himself explains that his
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healing of the paralytic will show if he has the authority to forgive sins. With the
declaration, and here the irony of the scribal outrage is clearly indicated: Jesus is acting
like God. Yet their thoughts that immediately conclude that Jesus is a blasphemer comes
from an evil mind and heart, just as Jesus tells them outright. Although the crowds still
do not know Jesus’ divinity, this self-identification as Son of Man brings out Jesus’
divinity to the listener. This divinity of Jesus is the highlight of the second cluster. We
may summarize the MTSP structure of Matthew 8-9 as follows;
The Second Cluster (Matthew 8:23-9:8): “Jesus, the Divine Being”
A. Jesus demonstrates his divine authority over the nature (Matt 8:23-27)
B. The demons obey Jesus without any resistance, calling him ‘Son of God’
(Matt 8:28-34)
C. Jesus himself as Son of Man demonstrates also a divine empowerment that
suggests far more (9:1-8)
In sum, we can say that this second cluster demonstrates Jesus’ divinity through
diverse types of miracle stories. In each story of the cluster then, Jesus is identified as the
divine being, even though the various groups of Israel do not recognize him. In this
process, we can observe a progressive development through the description of Jesus’
identity from Jesus’ being the messianic agent who heals every disease to a divine being
who governs the nature, who is recognized by the demons as having supernatural power
over them to initiate their sufferings before the time, and finally as the “Son of Man” who
takes it upon himself to forgive sins.

CHAPTER SIX
MTSP IN THE THIRD CLUSTER OF MIRACLE STORIES
The Preface to the Cluster: The Second of the Intervening Pericopae (Matt 9:9-17)
Introduction: Matthew’s Intervening Pericopae (9:9-17)
These second intervening pericopae are in the sequence found in Mark, but their
positioning in Matthew affects their function. That is, just as in Mark, the healing of the
paralytic/forgiveness of his sins (Matt 9:2-8//Mk 2:1-12) is followed by the call of
Matthew (Matt 9:9//Mk 2:13-14) and then the controversy story of Jesus’ defense of his
joining in the celebratory dinner of Matthew and his tax-collector friends (Matt 9:1013//Mk 2:15-17). Following this, Jesus is asked as to why he does not teach his disciples
to fast as the disciples of John and the Pharisees are trained to do (Matt 9:14-17//Mk
2:18-22). Due to Matthew’s repositioning of the paralytic story, however, these accounts
are now positioned to intervene between the second and third cluster of miracle stories.
We have already seen that between the first and second cluster of miracle stories,
Matthew situated two Q pericopae which address the cost of discipleship (Matt 8:18-22
//Q 9:57-62). First the Scribe, a prestigious candidate, asks for discipleship and is
cautioned about homelessness (Matt 8:19-20), after which an actual disciple of Jesus
requests time to return home for the laudable reason to ‘bury’ his father, but receives
Jesus’ stark refusal (Matt 8:21-22).
This first pause after the first cluster then allowed the second cluster of miracle
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stories to commence. In this cluster Jesus, who has been previously identified as the
Messiah in the first cluster, is shown to be the divinely empowered Son of Man as
recognized both by his command over Nature (Matt 8:23-27) and by his authority to
forgive sins (Matt 9:1-8)
In this second pause which separates the second cluster from the third, Matthew
returns to the issue of discipleship. This time Matthew will bring out the unconventional
and unprejudiced Jesus in his choosing a disciple from the outcast tax collectors (Matt
9:9), and in his celebrating with them at table (Matt 9:10-13). He will be shown to
eschew the training of his disciples in the pious practice of fasting, for his own reasons
(Matt 9:14-17). Two final sayings (Matt 9:16-17) serve to punctuate the fact that Jesus’
followers are best separated from Jewish conventions (Matt 9:16-17g//Mk 2:21-22), but
we will notice that Matthew adds his own special clarification, “and so both are
preserved”.
The Second Intervening Pericopae: The Unconventional Jesus as Master of Disciples
The Calling of Matthew (9:9) and Jesus’ Dining with Matthew and His Friends (9:10-13)
Matt 9:9-13 9Kai. para,gwn o` VIhsou/j evkei/qen ei=den a;nqrwpon kaqh,menon evpi. to.
telw,nion( Maqqai/on lego,menon( kai. le,gei auvtw/(| VAkolou,qei moiÅ kai. avnasta.j
hvkolou,qhsen auvtw/Å| 10Kai. evge,neto auvtou/ avnakeime,nou evn th/| oivki,a|( kai. ivdou. polloi.
telw/nai kai. a`martwloi. evlqo,ntej sunane,keinto tw/| VIhsou/ kai. toi/j maqhtai/j auvtou/Å
11
kai. ivdo,ntej oi` Farisai/oi e;legon toi/j maqhtai/j auvtou/( Dia. ti, meta. tw/n telwnw/n kai.
a`martwlw/n evsqi,ei o` dida,skaloj u`mw/nÈ 12o` de. avkou,saj ei=pen( Ouv crei,an e;cousin oi`
ivscu,ontej ivatrou/ avllV oi` kakw/j e;contejÅ 13poreuqe,ntej de. ma,qete ti, evstin( :Eleoj qe,lw
kai. ouv qusi,an\ ouv ga.r h=lqon kale,sai dikai,ouj avlla. a`martwlou,j (9As Jesus was
walking along, he saw a man called Matthew sitting at the tax booth; and he said to him,
"Follow me." And he got up and followed him. 10And as he sat at dinner in the house,
many tax collectors and sinners came and were sitting with him and his disciples. 11When
the Pharisees saw this, they said to his disciples, "Why does your teacher eat with tax
collectors and sinners?" 12But when he heard this, he said, "Those who are well have no
need of a physician, but those who are sick. 13Go and learn what this means,'I desire
mercy, not sacrifice.' For I have come to call not the righteous but sinners").
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Mk 2:13-17 13Kai. evxh/lqen pa,lin para. th.n qa,lassan\ kai. pa/j o` o;cloj h;rceto pro.j
auvto,n( kai. evdi,dasken auvtou,jÅ 14kai. para,gwn ei=den Leui.n to.n tou/ ~Alfai,ou kaqh,menon
evpi. to. telw,nion( kai. le,gei auvtw/(| VAkolou,qei moiÅ kai. avnasta.j hvkolou,qhsen auvtw/Å|
15
Kai. gi,netai katakei/sqai auvto.n evn th/| oivki,a| auvtou/( kai. polloi. telw/nai kai.
a`martwloi. sunane,keinto tw/| VIhsou/ kai. toi/j maqhtai/j auvtou/\ h=san ga.r polloi. kai.
hvkolou,qoun auvtw/Å| 16kai. oi` grammatei/j tw/n Farisai,wn ivdo,ntej o[ti evsqi,ei meta. tw/n
a`martwlw/n kai. telwnw/n e;legon toi/j maqhtai/j auvtou/( {Oti meta. tw/n telwnw/n kai.
a`martwlw/n evsqi,eiÈ 17kai. avkou,saj o` VIhsou/j le,gei auvtoi/j Îo[tiÐ Ouv crei,an e;cousin oi`
ivscu,ontej ivatrou/ avllV oi` kakw/j e;contej\ ouvk h=lqon kale,sai dikai,ouj avlla. a`martwlou,j
(13Jesus went out again beside the sea; the whole crowd gathered around him, and he
taught them. 14As he was walking along, he saw Levi son of Alphaeus sitting at the tax
booth, and he said to him, "Follow me." And he got up and followed him. 15And as he sat
at dinner in Levi's house, many tax collectors and sinners were also sitting with Jesus
and his disciples-- for there were many who followed him. 16When the scribes of the
Pharisees saw that he was eating with sinners and tax collectors, they said to his
disciples, "Why does he eat with tax collectors and sinners?" 17When Jesus heard this, he
said to them, "Those who are well have no need of a physician, but those who are sick; I
have come to call not the righteous but sinners").
In this combination of call story and controversy apophthegm, Matthew differs
little from the Markan text. In v. 9b, Matthew has replaced Mark’s “Levi, Son of
Alphaeus” (v. 14b) with “Matthew”. He excises the ‘ga.r’ clause in Mark 2:15 as
unnecessary. In v. 11a, he also corrects Mark’s “scribes of the Pharisees” (Mk v. 16a)
with “Pharisees”. In Matt v. 11c, he inserts into the Pharisees question, the designation
“Teacher” for Jesus. This immediately signals Matthew’s audience that they regard him
only as such, since the proper title for Jesus in Matthew’s gospel is always ‘Lord”, as has
been noted earlier.
In Jesus’ reply to the Pharisees, Matthew has altered the character of Jesus’ answer
from a simple defense (“Those who are well have no need of a physician, but those who
are sick” [Matt 9:12cd//Mk 2:17cd/]) to an offense which includes the admonition of the
Pharisees: “Go and learn what this means: I desire mercy, not sacrifice” (Hosea 6:6). In
this Jesus presents himself to Matthew’s audience as the one who is more faithful to
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God’s heart, imbued with God’s spirit of mercy, and knowledgeable in the scriptures than
the Pharisees. Thus the image of the doctor is connected not only to helping those who
are sick, but to the concern which moves the doctor to do so. Only then does Matthew
pick up Mark’s doctor image with the extra significance added from Hosea 6:6: “For, I
have come to call not the righteous but sinners” (Matt 9:13d//Mk 2:17e). We must note
the proximity of Jesus’ “I” pronouncement directly after the quotation of Hosea 6:6, “I
desire mercy, not sacrifice.” 1 Does Matthew desire to communicate an intimacy with
the Divine?
Bultmann’s study of the apophthegms concludes that these accounts really act as
teachings for the would-be disciple. In this case the mercy of Jesus overrides a religious
aversion and avoidance of those living in a renegade life in relation to Torah. That is, the
way that Matthew uses this controversy story further underlines Jesus’ divine authority of
Jesus, and acts as something of a declaration that God’s mercy will be the deciding factor
for him2, including the selection of disciples from among socially diverse groups, like the
tax collector, Matthew.3
The Question about Fasting (9:14-17)
Matt 9:14-17 14To,te prose,rcontai auvtw/| oi` maqhtai. VIwa,nnou le,gontej( Dia. ti, h`mei/j
kai. oi` Farisai/oi nhsteu,omen Îpolla,Ð( oi` de. maqhtai, sou ouv nhsteu,ousinÈ 15kai. ei=pen
auvtoi/j o` VIhsou/j( Mh. du,nantai oi` ui`oi. tou/ numfw/noj penqei/n evfV o[son metV auvtw/n
evstin o` numfi,ojÈ evleu,sontai de. h`me,rai o[tan avparqh/| avpV auvtw/n o` numfi,oj( kai. to,te
nhsteu,sousinÅ 16ouvdei.j de. evpiba,llei evpi,blhma r`a,kouj avgna,fou evpi. i`mati,w| palaiw/\|
1
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rebuttal of Jesus, “But if you had known what this means, “I desire mercy and not sacrifice’, you would not
have condemned the guiltless. “
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ai;rei ga.r to. plh,rwma auvtou/ avpo. tou/ i`mati,ou kai. cei/ron sci,sma gi,netaiÅ 17ouvde.
ba,llousin oi=non ne,on eivj avskou.j palaiou,j\ eiv de. mh, ge( r`h,gnuntai oi` avskoi, kai. o`
oi=noj evkcei/tai kai. oi` avskoi. avpo,lluntai\ avlla. ba,llousin oi=non ne,on eivj avskou.j
kainou,j( kai. avmfo,teroi sunthrou/ntai (14Then the disciples of John came to him, saying,
"Why do we and the Pharisees fast often, but your disciples do not fast?" 15And Jesus
said to them, "The wedding guests cannot mourn as long as the bridegroom is with them,
can they? The days will come when the bridegroom is taken away from them, and then
they will fast. 16No one sews a piece of unshrunk cloth on an old cloak, for the patch pulls
away from the cloak, and a worse tear is made. 17Neither is new wine put into old
wineskins; otherwise, the skins burst, and the wine is spilled, and the skins are destroyed;
but new wine is put into fresh wineskins, and so both are preserved").
Mk 2:18-22 18Kai. h=san oi` maqhtai. VIwa,nnou kai. oi` Farisai/oi nhsteu,ontejÅ kai.
e;rcontai kai. le,gousin auvtw/(| Dia. ti, oi` maqhtai. VIwa,nnou kai. oi` maqhtai. tw/n
Farisai,wn nhsteu,ousin( oi` de. soi. maqhtai. ouv nhsteu,ousinÈ 19kai. ei=pen auvtoi/j o`
VIhsou/j( Mh. du,nantai oi` ui`oi. tou/ numfw/noj evn w-| o` numfi,oj metV auvtw/n evstin
nhsteu,einÈ o[son cro,non e;cousin to.n numfi,on metV auvtw/n ouv du,nantai nhsteu,einÅ
20
evleu,sontai de. h`me,rai o[tan avparqh/| avpV auvtw/n o` numfi,oj( kai. to,te nhsteu,sousin evn
evkei,nh| th/| h`me,ra|Å 21ouvdei.j evpi,blhma r`a,kouj avgna,fou evpira,ptei evpi. i`ma,tion palaio,n\ eiv
de. mh,( ai;rei to. plh,rwma avpV auvtou/ to. kaino.n tou/ palaiou/ kai. cei/ron sci,sma gi,netaiÅ
22
kai. ouvdei.j ba,llei oi=non ne,on eivj avskou.j palaiou,j\ eiv de. mh,( r`h,xei o` oi=noj tou.j
avskou,j kai. o` oi=noj avpo,llutai kai. oi` avskoi,\ avlla. oi=non ne,on eivj avskou.j kainou,j
(18Now John's disciples and the Pharisees were fasting; and people came and said to
him, "Why do John's disciples and the disciples of the Pharisees fast, but your disciples
do not fast?" 19Jesus said to them, "The wedding guests cannot fast while the bridegroom
is with them, can they? As long as they have the bridegroom with them, they cannot fast.
20
The days will come when the bridegroom is taken away from them, and then they will
fast on that day. 21"No one sews a piece of unshrunk cloth on an old cloak; otherwise, the
patch pulls away from it, the new from the old, and a worse tear is made. 22And no one
puts new wine into old wineskins; otherwise, the wine will burst the skins, and the wine is
lost, and so are the skins; but one puts new wine into fresh wineskins").
In Matt 9:14-17, Matthew makes only a few additions to Mark’s apophthegm but
each is significant. First, he identifies the questioners, as Mark does not. Since they are
disciples of John the Baptist, the apophthegm becomes ‘scholastic’; the disciples of John
are friends of this gospel, not enemies.4 He adds “polla,” to the description of the fasting
of the Pharisees and John’s disciples, which seems to emphasize their hypocrisy in
external devotions. Here the question asked of Jesus does stand apart from ordinary
4

See Bultmann, History of the Synoptic Tradition, 18.
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piety, and the fact of its survival in Mark stands as a remarkable decision of Jesus and
indeed worthy of a question.5 One supposed Matthew’s focus would be trained on the
banquet metaphor of friends of the bridegroom who wait for his return (Matt 9:15//Mk
2:19-20). The two sayings that are now attached (the new patch on the old garment and
the new wine in a fresh wine-pouch [Matt 9:16-17//Mk 2:21-22]) declare the greater
wisdom of Christian communities from Jewish ones. Matthew copies them, but as we
stated above, he adds, “and so, both are preserved”. This addition shows that Matthew
does not endorse a substitution theology where Judaism is supplanted. Rather, he sees
that it has its own integrity, but a stance that will not allow for the mandate of Jesus.
The Third Cluster (9:18-34): “Spread of Jesus’ Fame”
Introduction
Now that Jesus is described as the merciful healing Messiah and the Son of God,
Jesus’ fame for his miracles is being spread over the whole region. In the first cluster
Jesus shows mercy as the healing Messiah of Isa 53:4 who heals all kinds of diseases, and
in the second, his identity escalates to show him as the Son of God. Nature forces obey
him, the demons recognize his cosmic authority, and he shows himself to be authorized to
forgive sins on earth as the Son of Man. According to the MTSP writing technique,
therefore, the second cluster should be followed by a progressive development.
Theme of the Third Cluster
Matthew creates this third cluster by what appears to be a curious resituating of
miracle stories from Mark and from Q. The first two miracles (Matt 9:18-26) are the

5

This remembrance of Jesus’ not teaching fasting contrasts Matthew’s insertion in the Sermon on
the Mount, Matt 6:16-18, which offers counsels on how one should fast discretely. .
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interwoven pair drawn from Mark (Mk 5:21-43), The Healing of the Woman with the
Hemorrhage and the Raising of the Daughter of a synagogue official. The next miracle is
Matthew’s own story of Jesus’ healing of two Blind men (Matt 9:27-31), one of his
doublets dependent on the Markan story of Bartimaeus (Mk 10:46-52).6 The final
miracle is an exorcism story where Jesus demonstrates a complete power to exorcize a
demon who has kept a man mute (Matt 9:32-34), another doublet, this time largely
dependent on Q (Lk 11:14).7 Actually although Matthew has borrowed three pericopae,
the resulting number of miracles is four:
Matt 9:18-26//Mk 5:21-43 The Healing of the Woman and Raising of the Girl
Matt 9:27-31//Mk 10:45-52 The Healing of the Blind
Matt 9:32-34//Q 11:14
The Expulsion of the Demon that Made a Man Mute
Faith as the Motivating Theme: The Problem for the Theory in Matt 9:32-34
The major question which must be asked is why Matthew has repositioned these
miracles? Is his intent to teach the importance of faith as several scholars have argued? 8
As we will recall, Held is one of the scholars who are convinced that it is the theme of
faith which explains this juxtaposition of material,9 but despite his arguments, Luz
remains unconvinced, noting that in the final story of the exorcism (9:32-34) there is no

6

A more pronounced representation of the Markan narrative is found in Matt 20:29-34. Again
there are two blind men. Quite possibly, Matthew is attributing to Jesus the second story of Jesus’ giving
sight in Mk 8:22-27, the Blind Man of Bethsaida , which he excises from his gospel.
7
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mention of faith on the part of the recipient.10 Douglas R. Hare holds that where one
finds Matthew’s theme of faith is in the “faith response of the audience”.11 The problem
here is that the crowds respond to a miracle they witness. They are not the ones who
brought the demonized man to Jesus. Their function is to be amazed at Jesus and reflect
to the listener the effect that Jesus’ miracle had on everyone there: “kai. evqau,masan oi`
o;cloi le,gontej( Ouvde,pote evfa,nh ou[twj evn tw/| VIsrah,l (And the crowds were amazed and
said, “Never has anything like this been seen in Israel”).” The crowd then identifies
Jesus as unique, and his miracle like nothing they have seen in Israel. Here we must also
note that Matthew has then continued the theme of a response to Jesus in the negative
judgment of the Pharisees who accuse Jesus of being in league with Satan, “the ruler of
the demons”. The evangelist focuses on responses to Jesus’ miracles then, and not on
who has faith that Jesus will be able to perform one.12
To all this, Held answers that one could not consider Matt 9:32-34 a miracle
story at all, but rather as a response to Jesus, nothing more.13
This miracle report draws the concluding line under the whole collection
in that it shows – in a certain sense even stylistically – how people behave
in the presence of the miraculous activity of Jesus. For this purpose the
short pericope which serves as an introduction to the Beelzebub
controversy was most appropriate (Luke 11.14-15). This is how it comes
about that Matthew has twice worked it into his Gospel (9.32-34; 12.2224).
Some scholars agree with Held that Matthew did not regard this Q account as a miracle
10

Luz, Matthew 8-20, 39 footnote 3.
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story, 14 but all that is necessary for a miracle account is a notification of the difficulty,
the notification of what the hero did, and the effect of it. Thus, this is certainly a miracle
story, since it holds all three elements. What is important to note is that he could have
inserted elements of redaction to introduce faith on the part of those who brought the
man, but did not. In fact, as we shall see, he further reduced the notification of the
miraculous act, so that the story focuses on the responses of the witnesses. It is the first
time that the gospel attests the crowds being amazed at Jesus and assigning his miracle to
an event unique in all Israel.
Certainly, Matthew emphasized the importance of faith in the two separate
pericopae that he repositions in this cluster (Matt 9:18-26 and Matt 9:27-31). Third
pericope stands apart then, bringing attention rather to the final response to Jesus.
This recognition means that the application of “faith” as the controlling theme in
the third cluster of miracles does not hold and the function of 9:18-34 as a whole requires
re-examination.
Newly Suggested Theme: the Spread of Jesus’ News
One commonly neglected theme common to those miracle stories of the third
cluster is how Matthew has people coming to know about Jesus. a) of the two miracles of
the Healing of the Woman and the Raising of the Official’s daughter (Matt 9:26), b) of
the Healing of the Two Blind Men (Matt 9:30b-31), and c) of the Exorcism of the Demon
(Matt 9:33c-34).
Notice how Matthew inserts these comments where his sources do not.

14
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(a) The Conclusion of the Raising of the Synagogue Official’s Daughter:
Mk 5:43 kai. diestei,lato auvtoi/j polla. i[na mhdei.j gnoi/ tou/to í kai. ei-pen
doqh/nai auvth/| fagei/n. (And he strictly ordered them that no one should know this
[the raising of the girl], and told them to give her something to eat).
Matt 9:26 kai. evxh/lqen h` fh,mh au[th eivj o[lhn th.n gh/n evkei,nhn (And the report
of this [the raising of the girl] spread throughout that district).
(b) The Conclusion of the Healing of the Two Blind Men:
Mk 10:52 kai. o` ‘Ihsou/j ei-pen auvtw/| í u[page, h` pi,stij sou se,swke,n se. kai. euvqu.j
avne,ble,yen kai. hvkolou,qei auvtw/ evn th/| o`dw/| (And Jesus said to him, “Go, your faith
has made you well.” Immediately he regained his sight and followed him on the
way”).
Matt 9:30-31 kai. hvev w,x| qhsan auvtw/n oi` ovfqalmoi,. kai. evnebrimh,qh auvtoi/j o`
VIhsou/j le,gwn( ~Ora/te mhdei.j ginwske,twÅ oi` de. evxelqo,ntej diefh,misan auvto.n evn
o[lh| th/| gh/| evkei,nh| (And their eyes were opened . Then Jesus sternly ordered them,
“See that no one knows of this.” But they went away and spread the news
about him throughout that district).
(c) The Conclusion of the Exorcism of the Demon .
Q 11:14 Kai. evxe,balen daimo,n, ion kwfo,n í kai. evkblhqe,ntoj tou/ daimoni,ou
o` kwfo.j kai. evqau,masen oi` o;cv loi15tine.j de. ei=pon\ evn Beelzebou.l tw/|
a;rconti tw/n daimoni,wn evkba,llei ta. daimo,nia (And he cast out a demon
which made a person mute. And once the demon was cast out, the mute
person spoke. And the crowds were amazed.15 But some said: By
Beelzebul, the ruler of demons, he casts out demons!).
Matt 9:33-34: kai. evkblhqe,ntoj tou/ daimoni,ou evla,lhsen o` kwfo,j. kai.
evqaumasan oi` o;cloi le,gontej í ouvde,pote evfa,nh ou[twj en tw/| vIsrah,l . oi` de.
Farisai/oi e;legon( VEn tw/| a;rconti tw/n daimoni,wn evkba,llei ta. daimo,nia. (And
when the demon had been cast out, the one who had been mute spoke; and the
crowds were amazed and said, “Never has anything like this been seen in
Israel.” But the Pharisees said, “By the ruler of the demons he casts out the
demons”).
What is outstanding in the Matthean redaction here is that he is bent on conveying
to his audience that Jesus’ reputation was growing. This is significant because earlier
15
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than this cluster, Matthew does not use any such expression as ‘the spread of the news
about Jesus,’ even though his source Mark certainly does. Matthew removes it from Mk
1:45, where the leper goes out and tells everyone of his healing, and he removes it from
Mk 5:20, following the account of the Gerasene demoniac.
This editing shows that for Matthew, the statement about Jesus’ fame spreading has
its own strategic place in the gospel continuum. Thus, it is a sign of Matthew’s
deliberate intention that he does not mention news of Jesus’ deeds spreading in the first
two clusters of miracle stories, but does in each of the three pericopae of the third cluster.
In the first couple of miracle stories that are intertwined, notice how Matthew
completely alters Jesus’ prohibition in the Markan text (5:43)16 into the report of the
spread of the news about Jesus (Mt 9:26).
Mk 5:43 kai. diestei,lato auvtoi/j polla. i[na mhdei.j gnoi/ tou/to( kai. ei=pen
doqh/nai auvth/| fagei/n (He strictly ordered them that on one should know
this, and told them to give her something to eat).
Mt 9:26 kai. evxh/lqen h` fh,mh au[th eivj o[lhn th.n gh/n evkei,nhn (And the
report of this spread throughout that district).
Certainly, this can be explained as an example of Matthew’s resistance to Mark’s
‘messianic secret’ theme. Since Matthew connects Jesus to the Isaiah prophecies of the
Healing Messiah (Isa 53:4 ) and since Jesus is shown to be Son of God, and the Son of
Man on earth in the second cluster, Matthew may now move on to show his audience
how that identity began to be known and have its effect on people. It is in this way that
Matthew is using the miracle stories of Matthew 8-9 to foster that understanding.
In the Healing of the two blind men, Matthew moves away from Mark’s
16
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conclusion where the grateful Bartimaeus, now seeing where Jesus goes, follows him “on
the road,” a significant comment in the context of the Markan gospel. Later, in
Matthew’s own use of that account in Matt 20:34 that will be copied into his gospel.
Mk 10:52 kai. euvqu.j avne,bleyen kai. hvkolou,qei auvtw/| evn th/| o`dw/|
(Immediately he regained his sight and followed him on the way).
Mt 20:34 kai. euvqe,wj avne,bleyan kai. hvkolou,qhsan auvtw/| (Immediately
they regained their sight and followed him).
Mt 9:30b-31 kai. evnebrimh,qh auvtoi/j o` VIhsou/j le,gwn( ~Ora/te mhdei.j
ginwske,twÅ oi` de. evxelqo,ntej diefh,misan auvto.n evn o[lh| th/| gh/| evkei,nh|
(Then Jesus sternly ordered them, “See that no one knows of this.” But
they went away and spread the news about him throughout that district).
In Matthew 9:30b-31, however, Matthew uses the Markan account in a new context. In
this version the men do not follow Jesus but go out, and spread the news about Jesus
disobeying him. The narrative element of Jesus forbidding the spread of the news of the
miracle and the disobedience of the recipients seems to be depending on Mark’s story of
the leper (Mk 1:43, 45). Matthew did not use it when he drew on this miracle story as his
first in the first cluster. He has saved it until the last set of miracle stories in the three
cluster arrangement.
The third story has already been discussed in detail above due to the argument
over its major theme and even its qualification as a miracle story. We have noted that
Matthew has shifted the attention there to the acclamation of Jesus by the crowds, and
then the contrasting evil interpretation of the Pharisees. As we have noted, Matt 9:32-34
is a doublet, and v. 34 really acts as a portent. The Pharisees will soon attack again in
Matt 12:24-32, but this time they will receive Jesus’ full counter-attack and warning with
texts derived from Q and Mark.
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Let us present the Matthean text in which the charge of the Pharisees is seen in
Matthew’s doublets, and where they depend on Q.
Q 11:14b-15 kai. evqau,masan oi` o;cloiÅ 15tine.j de. ei=pon\ evn Beelzebou.l
tw/| a;rconti tw/n daimoni,wn evkba,llei ta. daimo,nia (And the crowds were
amazed. But some said: By Beelzebul, the ruler of demons, he casts out
demons!).
Mt 12:23-24 kai. evxi,stanto pa,ntej oi` o;cloi kai. e;legon( Mh,ti ou-to,j
evstin o` ui`oj. Daui,dÈ oi` de. Farisai/oi avkou,santej ei=pon( Ou-toj ouvk
evkba,llei ta. daimo,nia eiv mh. evn tw/| Beelzebou.l a;rconti tw/n daimoni,wn
(All the crowds were amazed and said, “Can this be the Son of David?”
but when the Pharisees heard it, they said, “It is only by Beelzebul, the
ruler of the demons, that this fellow casts out the demons”).
Mt 9:33b-34 kai. evqau,masan oi` o;cloi le,gontej( Ouvde,pote evfa,nh ou[twj evn
tw/| VIsrah,l. oi` de. Farisai/oi e;legon( VEn tw/| a;rconti tw/n daimoni,wn
evkba,llei ta. daimo,nia (And the crowds were amazed and said, “Never has
anything like this been seen in Israel.” But the Pharisees said, “By the
ruler of the demons he casts out the demons”).
The Pharisees receive no response in v. 34. Rather Matthew will by pass them
and the portent they give, to offer a summary statement to attest Jesus preaching and
healing, “curing every disease and every sickness” in v. 35.
The conclusion with the Pharisee’s response signals a coming open conflict
between the religious authorities and Jesus. This negative response to Jesus singularity in
all Israel, as a person of great authority over the evil forces that leave the people ‘mute’,
holds important significance. Later, as we note, Matthew will introduce the Pharisees’
accusation that Jesus’ power is from Beelzebul (Mt 12:23-24) with Jesus’ counter
challenge. Here it suffices to prepare the listener for the outrageous way in which the
authorities will view Jesus’ amazing spiritual authority and power.
Conclusion
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In the first two clusters of miracle stories, the absence of any statement
concerning the spread of news about Jesus makes the repetition of that point stand out
here. Thus, by the end of the miracle clusters, Jesus identity has been shown, opened up
gradually, and the evangelist then records the positive reaction of the crowds in their
amazement that never has anything like this been seen in Israel. Yet these signs of
Messiahship and Lordship can be and will be twisted into a negative interpretation by the
authorities as the gospel proceeds.
Now it is time for Jesus’ identity to spread to Israel as he continues his ministry in
Galilee. Here we can observe a progressive development of the story: Matthew wants to
emphasize the spread of Jesus’ news throughout the region after demonstrating the
authority of Jesus over all diseases, nature, demons, and over human sins. The news
about Jesus is rapidly spreading all over the region, and more and more crowds have
heard about Jesus’ miracles. Here we can confirm that the author is extraordinarily
emphasizing the spread of the news about Jesus in the third cluster.
The First Stage: The Official’s Dead Daughter and the Woman with a Hemorrhage
(Mt 9:18-26// Mk 5:21-43)
Introduction
As our examination will show, these two miracle stories intertwined in Mark,
receive what France calls, “one of Matthew’s most spectacular abbreviations”,17 in order
to create not only a greater example of faith in both cases. Due to the buildup of Jesus’
identity throughout the gospel, the presentation of these miracles stories illustrate Jesus’
divinity and his authority even over death.
17
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Jesus’ Encounter of the Official
Mk 5:21-24 21Kai. diapera,santoj tou/ VIhsou/ Îevn tw/| ploi,w|Ð pa,lin eivj to. pe,ran sunh,cqh
o;cloj polu.j evpV auvto,n( kai. h=n para. th.n qa,lassanÅ 22kai. e;rcetai ei-j tw/n
avrcisunagw,gwn( ovno,mati VIa,i?roj( kai. ivdw.n auvto.n pi,ptei pro.j tou.j po,daj auvtou/ 23kai.
parakalei/ auvto.n polla. le,gwn o[ti To. quga,trio,n mou evsca,twj e;cei( i[na evlqw.n evpiqh/j|
ta.j cei/raj auvth/| i[na swqh/| kai. zh,sh|Å 24kai. avph/lqen metV auvtou/Å Kai. hvkolou,qei auvtw/|
o;cloj polu,j kai. sune,qlibon auvto,nÅ (21When Jesus had crossed again in the boat to the
other side, a great crowd gathered around him; and he was by the sea. 22Then one of the
leaders of the synagogue named Jairus came and, when he saw him, fell at his feet 23and
begged him repeatedly, "My little daughter is at the point of death. Come and lay your
hands on her, so that she may be made well, and live." 24So he went with him. And a
large crowd followed him and pressed in on him.)
Mt 9:18-19 18Tau/ta auvtou/ lalou/ntoj auvtoi/j( ivdou. a;rcwn ei-j evlqw.n proseku,nei auvtw/|
le,gwn o[ti ~H quga,thr mou a;rti evteleu,thsen\ avlla. evlqw.n evpi,qej th.n cei/ra, sou evpV
auvth,n( kai. zh,setai. 19kai. evgerqei.j o` VIhsou/j hvkolou,qhsen auvtw/| kai. oi` maqhtai. auvtou/.
(18While he was saying these things to them, suddenly a leader of the synagogue came in
and knelt before him, saying, "My daughter has just died; but come and lay your hand on
her, and she will live.” 19And Jesus got up and followed him, with his disciples.)
Verse 18: The Official’s Request
Matthew’s positioning of these first two miracle stories in his gospel changes the
context in which they are introduced. In Mark, Jesus has just arrived from his exorcism
of the Gerasene demoniac and a large crowd surrounds him there by the edge of the Sea
of Galilee. In Matthew, it is not clear in which dwelling Jesus is seated but he is
explaining to the disciples of John the Baptist why he does not teach his own disciples to
pray, when a leader enters. There is no crowd. There is calm and a special privacy to the
Matthean account which distinguishes it from the noisiness of Mark’s context. We
notice that there is a desperation in the Markan account which fits the upset of the father.
He falls at Jesus’ feet, and is begging him repeatedly to come to forestall his daughter’s
death by placing his hand on her.

Thus a sense of urgency is conveyed in the Markan

text, and a tension is introduced which will increase later as the woman with the
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hemorrhage intervenes with her own needs for healing. Then, the worst will be reported
to the father as someone reports that the girl has died. Jesus will be the one to urge the
father “Do not fear, only believe.” At this point, the story which appeared to be a
healing miracle now moves to be the account of a raising from the dead.
Matthew has made a dramatic and profound alteration in the story which cannot
be minimized. In his version, the father knows that his daughter has died. Given this
situation, the father of the Markan story would not even have approached Jesus, as seen
in the messenger’s hard hearted message “Your daughter is dead. Why trouble the teacher
any further?” (Mk 5:35).
Matthew’s father shows that he is convinced that Jesus can raise his daughter.
Notice how Matthew has changed the statement of the father’s expectations in Mark,
from the subjunctive, “so she may live” ( i[na swqh/| kai. zh,sh ,Mk 5:23) to the confident
future, “And she will live” ( kai. zh,setai, Matt 9:9).18
We cannot argue that stories of hero’s raising the dead are common to the world
of Greco-Roman antiquity. “Healers” were common enough. In that category, Jesus
joins many heroes and holy men who were assigned miracles of physical healing but
stories of a hero raising anyone from the dead are not extant, except for the legends of
Empedocles. The man-god Asclepius raised the dead. The Jewish heroes Elijah and
Elisha could be said to affect God’s raising a dead boy through their fervent prayers.19
How is it then that it would occur to this leader to ask Jesus for such a miracle? How is it
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that he thinks that Jesus need only lay his hand upon her?
There is no question that Matthew illustrates an astounding faith in the father. At
the same time, he invites his audience to ask why this extraordinary expectation would
come to this father: Why did he think that Jesus could bring his daughter back from the
dead? Clearly the father has heard something about Jesus. Matthew has led his audience
to the point where they feel completely confident in Jesus as well, for by means of his
clustering of the miracle stories, each with their own assertion of Jesus’ true identity, it is
clear that Jesus is the divine Son of God.

The father kneeling before Jesus to make this

request is an affirmation that in his eyes, Jesus has received a divine empowerment that
can even raise his daughter from the dead.
In this way, Matthew’s alteration of the father’s plea from one that requests
healing to one that asks for the raising of his daughter from the dead is key to a
development in Matthew’s thrust forward of the miracle stories. Here the request of the
father affirms a public recognition of Jesus’ divine empowerment, which for the audience
of the gospel, fits well with his revelation as the divine being.
Verse 19: Jesus’ Response
Mk 5:24 kai. avph/lqen metV auvtou/Å Kai. hvkolou,qei auvtw/| o;cloj polu,j kai.
sune,qlibon auvto,n (So he went with him. And a large crowd followed him
and pressed in on him).
Mt 9:19 kai. evgerqei.j o` VIhsou/j hvkolou,qhsen auvtw/| kai. oi` maqhtai. auvtou/
(And Jesus got up and followed him, with his disciples).
In both accounts Jesus’ response is immediate. The main difference is that
Matthew’s Jesus is no longer surrounded by that huge crowd. Gundry notes how
Matthew’s care to avoid any crowd “belongs to Matthew’s program of concentrating
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attention on Jesus.”20 Typical of Matthew’s important theme of discipleship, he adds that
the disciples are with Jesus.
This mention of the disciples with Jesus, as the sole companions as he goes with
the leader of the synagogue deserves attention because unlike the Markan account where
Jesus’ disciples have a role in the story of the woman with the hemorrhage, and then
again in the story of the raising of the girl, they will have no further role at all in either
story that follows in Matthew’s redaction. Jesus will be the sole focus. He mentions
them, we suggest, because the significance of discipleship has been a constant theme
intertwining these miracle clusters. As we recall, the topic of discipleship marks the first
intervening pericopae with the cost of homelessness, while the topic of discipleship again
occurs in the second intervening pericopae with the subject of Jesus’ unconventional
discipleship choices and training of disciples. It is no accident that following the last set
of miracle stories, Matthew will position the Great Mission Speech, naming his apostles
for this mandate.
The Cure of the Woman with the Hemorrhage
The woman’s touch of Jesus
Mk 5:25-28 25kai. gunh. ou=sa evn r`u,sei ai[matoj dw,deka e;th 26kai. polla. paqou/sa u`po.
pollw/n ivatrw/n kai. dapanh,sasa ta. parV auvth/j pa,nta kai. mhde.n wvfelhqei/sa avlla.
ma/llon eivj to. cei/ron evlqou/sa( 27avkou,sasa peri. tou/ VIhsou/( evlqou/sa evn tw/| o;clw|
o;pisqen h[yato tou/ i`mati,ou auvtou/\ 28e;legen ga.r o[ti VEa.n a[ywmai ka'n tw/n i`mati,wn
auvtou/ swqh,somaiÅ (25Now there was a woman who had been suffering from hemorrhages
for twelve years. 26She had endured much under many physicians, and had spent all that
she had; and she was no better, but rather grew worse. 27She had heard about Jesus, and
came up behind him in the crowd and touched his cloak, 28for she said, "If I but touch his
clothes, I will be made well."[literally, “I shall be saved”]”).
Mt 9:20-21 20Kai. ivdou. gunh. ai`morroou/sa dw,deka e;th proselqou/sa o;pisqen h[yato tou/
20
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kraspe,dou tou/ i`mati,ou auvtou/, 21e;legen ga.r evn e`auth/|( VEa.n mo,non a[ywmai tou/ i`mati,ou
auvtou/ swqh,somai (20Then suddenly a woman who had been suffering from hemorrhages
for twelve years came up behind him and touched the fringe of his cloak, 21for she said to
herself, "If I only touch his cloak, I will be made well (Literally, “I shall be saved”)."
Matthew follows the ‘sandwiching’ of the woman’s cure between the request of
the father and the actual raising of his dead daughter. Again, he has changed the context
of the story in that there is no crowd pushing and pressing in upon Jesus as in the Markan
text. The idea is that Jesus and his disciples are walking with the father, when the woman
comes up behind Jesus and touches the fringe of his cloak. Matthew has also cut away
whatever he would see as distracting from the focus on Jesus’ miracle, as he did in the
case of the Healing of the Paralytic. He excises the larger description of the woman’s
sufferings and likewise the redundant explanation that ‘she had heard about Jesus’ (Mk
5:27a). By doing so, he loses something of the drama of the woman’s healing. He also
cuts away excuses that would cause the audience to forgive her for what appears to be the
pre-Markan awareness that she disregards purity codes in touching someone while
enduring a flow of blood, i.e. being unclean,21 and for her disregard of cultural laws about
womanly modesty. Matthew seems to find sufficient details for the audience’s
compassion in the report of her suffering for twelve years, which assumes unsuccessful
medical treatments. Matthew’s addition of the ‘fringe’ of the cloak shows her effort to
respect the purity codes as much as possible by touching only these little threads that
hang from the back of the garment, and not to make direct contact with Jesus’ person.
21
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The woman is modest in trying to be ‘invisible’ by coming up behind Jesus. 22

We must

note here that Amy-Jill Levine sees modesty as the only issue, dismissing any
interpretation that the woman knows she is “unclean” as she states, “The Gospel of
Matthew is explicit neither on how the Law is (to be) practiced nor on how the Matthean
community views women.”23 This is a difficult statement to support for this evangelist
has given his redaction of the Sermon on the Mount, with its almost rabbinic applications
of Torah and the insertions on prayer, almsgiving and fasting. More importantly
Matthew’s special insertion, Matthew 23: 2-3ab, has Jesus assert ‘the scribes and the
Pharisees sit on Moses’ seat; therefore do whatever they teach”. Levine is correct that
Matthew does not specify how his community views women, but the demands that unless
Matthew spells it out, it cannot be assumed that the flow of blood in women or anyone
had any laws governing social contact seems to strain credulity.

It seems far more

plausible that the pre-Markan audience (probably NOT the Markan audience) and the
Matthean audience knew very well that the woman made a decision to risk passing
uncleanness to Jesus by even an indirect contact with him. 24
Verse 21 explains why the woman in hemorrhage touched the fringe of Jesus’
cloak. Here Matthew faithfully follows Mark, but he makes a little change to make clear
his point.

22
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Mk 5:28 e;legen ga.r o[ti VEa.n a[ywmai ka'n tw/n i`mati,wn auvtou/ swqh,somai
(for she said, "If I but touch his clothes, I will be made well" ).
Mt 9:21 e;legen ga.r evn e`auth/|( VEa.n mo,non a[ywmai tou/ i`mati,ou auvtou/
swqh,somai (for she said to herself, "If I only touch his cloak, I will be
made well").
Matthew adds a clarification and an intensification. He first stipulates that the
woman’s statement of conviction was something she thought (evn e`auth/), what the
Markan text intends. Second, Matthew emphasizes the woman’s faith by mo,non, bringing
out that his twelve year suffering would come to an end with even the touch of the cloak
Jesus was wearing, avoiding his person. 25 Again the faith of the woman also heightens
an attestation of her belief in Jesus’ holiness.
Jesus’ healing of the hemorrhaging woman
Mk 5:34 34o` de. ei=pen auvth/(| Quga,thr( h` pi,stij sou se,swke,n se\ u[page eivj eivrh,nhn kai.
i;sqi u`gih.j avpo. th/j ma,stigo,j souÅ (34He said to her, "Daughter, your faith has made you
well; go in peace, and be healed of your disease.")
Mt 9:22 22o` de. VIhsou/j strafei.j kai. ivdw.n auvth.n ei=pen( Qa,rsei( qu,gater\ h` pi,stij sou
se,swke,n seÅ kai. evsw,qh h` gunh. avpo. th/j w[raj evkei,nhj (Jesus turned, and seeing her he
said, "Take heart, daughter; your faith has made you well. And instantly the woman was
made well” [Literally,” and the woman was saved from that hour”]."
This verse is the climax and conclusion of this particular miracle story.26 Here
Matthew has altered the account to give Jesus the complete authority in the
pronouncement of healing, which Matthew has changed to “saving”. The Markan
elements in Mk 5:29-33 such as power going out of Jesus which dry up the
hemorrhaging, the scene of Jesus’ not knowing who has received that power, and the
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The structure of this story is bipolar without a prelude (i.e., an introduction): the woman’s touch
of Jesus’ cloak and Jesus’ response.
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reproof of the disciples, is totally excised. The rather ‘magical’ idea of power flowing
from Jesus automatically makes Jesus look subject to it and ignorant of its object. In
Matthew, it is Jesus who is in command. He turns to see the woman. Does Matthew
suggest that Jesus knew she was there?
In the Matthean version there is no need for the woman to explain herself as in
Mark (Mk 5:33). Jesus seems to know instantly what she needed and what faith she had
in resorting only to the small threads at the back of his cloak. Thus, when Jesus speaks
to her, it is not as in Mark, a reply to her story. Instead he utters a compassionate and
reassuring response, “Take heart, Daughter”. This encouraging word, “Qa,rsei” is found
three times in Matthew’s gospel. The one use he shares with Mark is in the Walking on
the Water, when he calls to the frightened disciples who scream, thinking they are seeing
a ghost (Mk 6:50//Matt 14:27). Matthew uses the encouragement twice on his own, as
inserts into Markan sources. First, as we have seen in our discussion of the Paralytic,
when he is brought to Jesus by his friends (Matt 9:2), and then here, when this woman
who has suffered for twelve years has approached Jesus by herself with her affliction. In
these insertions, Matthew shows that Jesus’ first response is not just a word of power, but
a sign of his compassion. Then, in addressing the woman as “daughter,’ Matthew
follows the tradition and in so doing retains the link between two stories about
“daughters’.
Matthew’s conclusion shows the importance the verb “swzei/n” has for him. He
follows the traditional expression of the woman’s confidence, “If I but touch his cloak, I
will be saved” (Mk 5:28//Matt 9:21). Then in both texts, (Mk 5:34b//Matt 9:22c) Jesus
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will use precisely that verb to describe her rescue from her disease: h` pi,stij sou
se,swke,n se (“your faith has saved you”). But the Markan ending shows that a
clarification of the saying has been appended, u[page eivj eivrh,nhn kai. i;sqi u`gih.j avpo. th/j
ma,stigo,j sou (“Go in peace and be healed of your disease”). Matthew has excised that
ending. He maintains the verb swzei/n as he provides the conclusion: kai. evsw,qh h` gunh.
avpo. th/j w[raj evkei,nhj (And she was saved from that hour).
Matthew underlines Jesus’ role as savior, as we see from the prophecy at his
infancy (Matt 1:21) saving people from their sins, and changing the cries of Mark’s
disciples in the storm from a rebuke to the pious cry “Lord, Save!” (Matt 8:25). Again in
his insertion onto the Markan story of the Walking on the Sea, he will have Peter cry out
as he sinks into the sea, “Lord, Save!” (Matt 14:30). Here then he repeats the verb to
bring home the real meaning of Jesus’ miracle for the woman and inviting the audience to
be encouraged to understand him as Savior.
Before leaving this story, the scholarly question of when Matthew and Mark
understand the woman to be “saved” from her malady has been raised. Mark’s ending
creates its own difficulty when Jesus tells the woman, “Go in peace and be healed of your
disease.” According to his tradition, the moment the woman touched Jesus’ cloak she felt
the hemorrhage dry up in her, and knew she was healed. Yet Matthew’s own conclusion
is not without difficulty. If the woman must wait until the pronouncement of Jesus, then
was she wrong that all she needed to do was to touch his garment? With the Matthean
pronouncement that she was “saved” from that hour, it leads one to conclude that when
she touched his garment, healing did not take place. Davies and Allison seem to
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represent Matthew’s intent well when they suggest that the evangelist wants the healing
to be dependent on the word of Jesus. Jesus is telling her that it was her faith (and not an
external touch) that is responsible for the healing she will now experience.
Lest his readers may misunderstand what has transpired, Matthew plainly
indicates that it was not the woman’s grasp which effected her cure but
faith: ‘your faith has saved you.’ The point is driven home by the next
clause, in which ‘from that hour’ refers not to the woman’s action but to
Jesus’ words. In short, ‘everything is at the conscious, personal level.
Jesus perceives what the woman wants and what she believes, and he
heals her consciously.27
As Bromley notes, to the woman “clothing is an extension of and carries with it a
person’s power and authority.”28 Hull’s work agrees that Matthew wants to emphasize
the authority of Jesus’ word.29 These scholars certainly do underline a key Matthean
theme. At the same time, Matthew himself does not make the interpretation so
completely free of difficulty, since he copies Mark 6:56 (Matt 14:36) and agrees: “and
begged him that they might touch even the fringe of his cloak; and all who touched it
were saved.” Nevertheless this actual story brings out dramatically the authority of Jesus
and his compassion in a way that no summary statement could do it.
The Raising of the Daughter of the Leader Continues
The dead duaghter
Mk 5:38-40a 38kai. e;rcontai eivj to.n oi=kon tou/ avrcisunagw,gou( kai. qewrei/ qo,rubon kai.
klai,ontaj kai. avlala,zontaj polla,( 39kai. eivselqw.n le,gei auvtoi/j( Ti, qorubei/sqe kai.
klai,eteÈ to. paidi,on ouvk avpe,qanen avlla. kaqeu,deiÅ 40akai. katege,lwn auvtou/Å (38When they
came to the house of the leader of the synagogue, he saw a commotion, people weeping
27
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and wailing loudly. 39When he had entered, he said to them, "Why do you make a
commotion and weep? The child is not dead but sleeping." 40aAnd they laughed at him.)
Mt 9:23-24 23Kai. evlqw.n o` VIhsou/j eivj th.n oivki,an tou/ a;rcontoj kai. ivdw.n tou.j auvlhta.j
kai. to.n o;clon qorubou,menon, 24e;legen( VAnacwrei/te( ouv ga.r avpe,qanen to. kora,sion avlla.
kaqeu,deiÅ kai. katege,lwn auvtou/ (23When Jesus came to the leader's house and saw the
flute players and the crowd making a commotion, 24he said, "Go away; for the girl is not
dead but sleeping." And they laughed at him).
Now Matthew continues with Mark’s resumption of the journey to the leader’s
home. As we have noted, the context is rather different. In the Markan story, the girl has
so recently died that the father receives word of it just as Jesus has healed the woman.
Given that immediacy, an audience listening to the Markan version might well agree that
when Jesus tells the noisy mourners that the girl is only sleeping, he may be exercising
his special knowledge that the girl is only in a coma. While this is not the intent of the
Markan story, such conclusions already existed as proven by a story of the doctor
Asclepiades supposedly raising a new bride from death. 30 Celsus the doctor comments,
“It should not be ignored, however that it is in rather acute diseases that signs, whether
the recovery of recovery or of death, may be fallacious”.31 Indeed, Apuleius claims that
what appeared to be Asclepiades’ raising a corpse to life, was actually his skill in
bringing back the life that lay “in the secret places of the body”. 32 In other words, he was
an extraordinary healer. Any doubt about the death of the girl has already been removed
in Matt 9:18, where the father tells Jesus that she has died.
Verse 23. Matthew’s addition of the flute players also affirms that the time of
30
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death as been long enough to prepare for official mourning, since he mentions the flute
players. According to m. Ketuboth 4.4, even the poorest people were required to hire at
least two flute players and one wailing woman to perform the funeral services.33 Josephus
also attests the practice in that when it was reported that in his army in Galilee many
soldiers had committed suicide to escape slaughter by the Roman army, those in
Jerusalem mourned for their slain kindred, friends, brethren: “insomuch that the
lamentation did not cease in the city before thirtieth day; and a great many hired
mourners, with their pipes, who should begin the melancholy ditties for them.”34 Mark’s
story with the crowd making a commotion is fitting given the fact that Jairus is leader of
the synagogue. So too in Matthew, the statement of the large crowd of mourners
“making a commotion (qorubou,menon)’ is retained. But he has removed the description of
the people weeping and wailing. Perhaps he sees it as redundant. Another very possible
reason is to eliminate a pathetic view of the people who would be understood by
Matthew’s audience as truly loving the girl, and grieving her loss. In the Markan version,
Jesus then could be seen to be hardhearted when he asks them “Why do you make a
commotion and weep?”
Verse 24. With the removal of the emotionally laden details of people weeping
and wailing, only the report of the scene as noisy remains. Matthew has Jesus
authoritatively order these mourners away: “VAnacwrei/te.” Then he follows Mark’s text,
ouv ga.r avpe,qanen to. kora,sion avlla. kaqeu,deiÅ He has, however, substituted to. kora,sion
33
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for Mark’s to. paidi,on. In fact, in the translation of Taliqa koum( o[ evstin
meqermhneuo,menon to. kora,sion( soi. le,gw( e;geire Mark has indicated that the ‘child’ is
a young girl. Matthew excises the mention of the girl being twelve years old in Mk 4:
42b which, placed after the announcement of her miraculous return to life, is not critical
to the grandeur of the miracle.
Of course the mocking laughter of the people emphasizes the degree to which the
tragic death of the girl is only too plain. At the same time, the traditional story is
attesting the modesty of Jesus, who does not make a show of the amazing power that will
be revealed when he is alone with the deceased, and raises her to life.
Jesus’ raising of the dead daughter
Mk 5:40b-43 40b auvto.j de. evkbalw.n pa,ntaj paralamba,nei to.n pate,ra tou/ paidi,ou kai.
th.n mhte,ra kai. tou.j metV auvtou/ kai. eivsporeu,etai o[pou h=n to. paidi,onÅ 41kai. krath,saj
th/j ceiro.j tou/ paidi,ou le,gei auvth/|( Taliqa koum( o[ evstin meqermhneuo,menon to.
kora,sion( soi. le,gw( e;geireÅ 42kai. euvqu.j avne,sth to. kora,sion kai. periepa,tei\ h=n ga.r
evtw/n dw,dekaÅ kai. evxe,sthsan Îeuvqu.jÐ evksta,sei mega,lh|Å 43kai. diestei,lato auvtoi/j polla.
i[na mhdei.j gnoi/ tou/to( kai. ei=pen doqh/nai auvth/| fagei/nÅ (40bThen he put them all outside,
and took the child's father and mother and those who were with him, and went in where
the child was. 41He took her by the hand and said to her, "Talitha cum," which means,
"Little girl, get up!" 42And immediately the girl got up and began to walk about (she was
twelve years of age). At this they were overcome with amazement. 43He strictly ordered
them that no one should know this, and told them to give her something to eat.)
Mt 9:25-26 25o[te de. evxeblh,qh o` o;cloj eivselqw.n evkra,thsen th/j ceiro.j auvth/j( kai. hvge,rqh
to. kora,sion. 26kai. evxh/lqen h` fh,mh au[th eivj o[lhn th.n gh/n evkei,nhn (25But when the
crowd had been put outside, he went in and took her by the hand, and the girl got up.
26
And the report of this spread throughout that district).
Verse 25. Matthew’s version is distinct in a number of ways. First, there has
been no mention of his disciples with him, as there is in Mark. The story invites the
listener to focus on Jesus alone. Also, where the girl is lying is different in Matthew. In
Mark, Jesus is already in the house with the mourners when he puts them all outside. So
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when the text says that “he took the parents and those with him and went in to where the
child was,” the girl who has recently died appears to be in an adjacent room.

In

Matthew, Jesus has not yet entered into the house. It is when he reaches the house that
he ordered the mourners to leave, and when they were sent from the house, it is then that
Jesus entered the house and is immediately in the presence of the deceased girl. This
scene shows that she has already been laid out and is there where anyone entering can see
her and mourn. This is another way that Matthew makes it clear that the girl is dead.
Because Jesus is now in the main room of the house where the girl is laid out,
there is no need for him to create a private scene in the bedroom with only the parents
and his disciples. That distraction is not at all necessary. The audience can imagine
Jesus now inside the house and immediately close to the corpse of the dead girl. In fact,
one receives the impression that it required one fluid motion for Jesus to enter and take
the girl’s hand. With this description, Matthew avoids anything that could take attention
away from Jesus.
There is no word of command to the corpse, as in Mark. If he has a mixed audience
with Gentile converts, does he fear that the Aramaic or even the Greek command is open
to interpretations of magic? ”35
In the stories of the raising of the dead child by Elijah (1 Kings 17:17-24) and
Elisha (2 Kings 4:32-37) the only words spoken are those by Elijah in prayer to the Lord.
In both stories the prophets make physical contact with the child, lying on the child’s
body. This is a kind of physical prayer, with the prophet being a conduit used by the
Lord.
35

Davies and Allison, Matthew 8-18, 133.

359
Matthew removes any speech at all, and he follows the Markan tradition that
Jesus simply takes the dead girl’s hand in his own.

He quietly and in dignified fashion,

states that the girl rose. In the Markan text, Jesus’ command uses the verb evgei,rw for
‘rise’. Then when Mark reports the girl doing so, he switches to avni,stimi. It is puzzling
why he did so. On the one hand we could suggest that the girl’s rising up from the dead,
expressed with avni,stimi, may be meant as a symbolism of Jesus’ coming resurrection,
for he uses that verb in the three passion predictions (Mk 8:, 31; 9:31; 10:34). The
problem is that the actual announcement of the young man in the tomb in Mk 16:6, uses
evgei,rw. Other examples of people getting up, such as the story of the Paralytic (Mk 2:9,
11, 12) use evgei,rw. Actually, it appears that Mark really does not have a special
significance attached to the verbe since in the account of Jesus’ agony in the garden,
Mark uses evgei,rw in Jesus reference to when he is raised (Mk 14:28), and then when
he orders the sleeping disciple to stand up (Mk 14:42).
The same cannot be said of Matthew. His use of avni,stimi intransitively (6x) is
quite limited as compared to Mark (17x). Matthew alters Mark’s text of the three
passion predictions so that all three use avni,stimi. It is the verb used consistently for the
Easter proclamation to the women (28:6-7). Here Matthew is copying the verb used by
Mark in Mk 16:6. But then used in his own material for the references to Jesus predicting
his being raised in the story of the reason for guards being set by the tomb (Matt
27:52,63, 64), and his special inserted reference of John being thought to be raised from
the dead (Matt 14:2). In particular, it prepares for the review of the one who proves
himself the fulfillment of Isaiah’ prophecy as the Messiah. In the Q defense of Jesus as
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the Coming one ( Q 7:22 ) the inclusion of “raising the dead” will soon by referenced in
the Mission Speech (Matt 10:8) and in the actual Q pericope (Matt 11:5//Q 7:22).
Thus, in Mk 5:41 when Jesus gives the command for the girl to rise to. kora,sion(
soi. le,gw( e;geire, he used this verb alone in his own affirmation of her return to life, a
verb that will be the one always used by Jesus in his promises that he will rise, and in the
proclamation of the angel descending from heaven in Matt 28:6-7. The image of the girl
rising is a kind of symbol of the coming resurrection of all Christians.
Verse 26. Matthew’s emphasis on Jesus’ authority of raising the dead daughter
naturally links to the spread of the news.

He has excised all the secondary features in

Mark: a) that the girl began to walking around; b) she was twelve; c) the amazement of
the people in the room [disciples and parents, supposedly]; and d) Jesus’ counsel to give
the girl something to eat. For Matthew all this clutters the flabberghasting character of
Jesus bringing back the girl from death. He leaves it there, probably so that the audience
can absorb its significance.
Mt 9:26 kai. evxh/lqen h` fh,mh au[th eivj o[lhn th.n gh/n evkei,nhn
(And the report of this spread throughout that district).
This new addition of Matthew is important in understanding the intention of
Matthew in the first story of the third cluster, as Nolland says, “Matthew wanted to keep
this note for the final triad of miracles (here and in 9:31).”36 While Matthew continues to
keep emphasizing Jesus’ authority rather than the recipients, this time he adds a new
theme: the spread of Jesus’ fame.
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The statement is part of the entire narrative thread of Matthew 8-9. At the
end of Mt 8-9 the statements about the effect of Jesus’ miracles among the
people are multiplied. Jesus’ activity includes his entire nation. This
prepares the way for the mission of the disciples in chp 10 and it gives
Jesus’ rejection by the scribes, Pharisees, and the disciples of John its
appropriate dimension.37
Clearly the theme of the spread of Jesus’ news concludes the miracle stories of Matthew
8-9.38 Now Jesus’ miracle ministry as the Messiah in Isa 53:4 and the Son of God is
known to the entire region, and is preparing the great mission of the disciples in chapter
10. This theme brackets the idea of Mt 4:24: “kai. avph/lqen h` avkoh. auvtou/ eivj o[lhn th.n
Suri,an (So his fame spread throughout all Syria).”39 Now Jesus’ teaching and healing
ministry is spreading all over the region.
Conclusion of the First Miracle Story
In this first transferred pericope, the intertwined miracles of the Raising of the
Synagogue leader’s daughter and the Woman with the Hemorrhage, Matthew has brought
out Jesus as ‘saviour.’ He saves the woman, and he saves the girl. In the first
miraculous act, Jesus shows the power of his authoritative word, together with his
compassionate concern for the suffering woman. The second miracle is the climax of the
two, where the faith-filled father has his astonishing petition, his amazing faith in Jesus,
answered in one swift movement of Jesus to enter the house and take the dead girl’s
lifeless hand. The breathtaking power over death, the most feared of any consequence, is
shown by Jesus. Unlike the prophets Elijah and Elisha he does not have to pray, or make
37
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any elaborate physical contacts with the girl. He does not even have to give any
command. Divine power, God’s power is available to Jesus. With the stunning
conclusion, the audience is only too aware that the fame about such a miracle would
indeed spread throughout the district.
The Second Stage: Two Blind Men Healed (Matt 9:27-31//Mk 10:46-52)
27

Kai. para,gonti evkei/qen tw/| VIhsou/ hvkolou,qhsan Îauvtw/Ð| du,o tufloi. kra,zontej
kai. le,gontej( VEle,hson h`ma/j( ui`oj. Daui,d. 28evlqo,nti de. eivj th.n oivki,an prosh/lqon auvtw/|
oi` tufloi,( kai. le,gei auvtoi/j o` VIhsou/j( Pisteu,ete o[ti du,namai tou/to poih/saiÈ le,gousin
auvtw/(| Nai, ku,rie. 29to,te h[yato tw/n ovfqalmw/n auvtw/n le,gwn( Kata. th.n pi,stin u`mw/n
genhqh,tw u`mi/n. 30kai. hvnew,c| qhsan auvtw/n oi` ovfqalmoi,Å kai. evnebrimh,qh auvtoi/j o` VIhsou/j
le,gwn( ~Ora/te mhdei.j ginwske,tw. 31oi` de. evxelqo,ntej diefh,misan auvto.n evn o[lh| th/| gh/|
evkei,nh|(.
27

As Jesus went on from there, two blind men followed him, crying loudly, "Have
mercy on us, Son of David!" 28When he entered the house, the blind men came to him;
and Jesus said to them, "Do you believe that I am able to do this?" They said to him,
"Yes, Lord." 29Then he touched their eyes and said, "According to your faith let it be done
to you." 30And their eyes were opened. Then Jesus sternly ordered them, "See that no one
knows of this." 31But they went away and spread the news about him throughout that
district.
Introduction
In this second pericope of the cluster, Jesus will be shown to give sight to two
blind men. Hagner notes that Matthew is really continuing to preparing for the Isaiah
conglomerate proof texting in Q 7:22-2340 which later in Matt 11:4-6 will cite Jesus
answer to the disciples of John as to whether he is the Coming One:
Go, and tell John what you hear and see: the blind receive their sight, the
lame walk, the lepers are cleansed, the deaf hear, the dead are raised and
the poor have the gospel preached to them. And blessed is anyone who
takes no offense at me.
These miracles presented first, allow the audience to affirm that Jesus fulfills the

40

The text combines Isaiah 29:18-19, 35:5-6; and 61:1.
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Messianic hopes. 41 At this point of the miracle clusters, Matthew has shown that Jesus
has cured a leper, and in the second cluster, done more than allow ‘the lame’ to walk, but
actually restored the paralytic. In the first pericope brought over from Mark, Jesus has
raised the dead. Now all that remains to complete the fulfillment of the prophecy to be
applied by Jesus to himself is giving sight to the blind, and giving hearing to the deaf. 42
This miracle story of the two blind men seems to be something of Matthew’s
own doublet, drawing on the redaction he will apply to Mark’s Bartimaeus narrative
(Matt 20:29-34 redacted from Mk 10:46-52), as Senior states, “a near carbon copy of the
story in Mt 20:29-34, which in turn is inspired by Mk 10:46-52.”43 Meier too observes
in Mt 9:27-31 “a weak reflection of Bartimaeus’ healing in Mk 10:46-52,”44 and
“shadowy twins or doublets of more substantial miracle stories in Mk [8:22-26 and
10:46-52],” using the simpler form first and later gives a fuller form in Mt 20:29-34.45
Davies and Allison conclude that Matthew needed a story of Jesus healing the blind, here
in the cluster of miracles, chapter 8-9, before Matt 20:29-34, so that as early as Matt 11:5,
Matthew shows that Jesus had already fulfilled each miracle identified as a sign of the
Messiah.46 Matthew can take liberties with the location of Markan miracle stories as we
41
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have seen. Why did he not simply move the conglomerate he created in Matt 20:29-34
to this position?

It may well be that Matthew regarded the placement of this material to

be importantly attached to the order of events leading to the Passion of Jesus, since the
story takes place in Jericho, which Matthew retains, and immediately afterwards enters
Jerusalem. For purposes of noting the differences Matthew has introduced in creating
this story, we will always provide the parallels between Matthew 20:29-34 and Mk
10:46-52.
Jesus’ Encounter of Two Blind Men
Mk 10:46-47 46Kai. e;rcontai eivj VIericw,Å kai. evkporeuome,nou auvtou/ avpo. VIericw. kai. tw/n
maqhtw/n auvtou/ kai. o;clou i`kanou/ o` ui`oj. Timai,ou Bartimai/oj( tuflo.j prosai,thj(
evka,qhto para. th.n o`do,nÅ 47kai. avkou,saj o[ti VIhsou/j o` Nazarhno,j evstin h;rxato kra,zein
kai. le,gein( Ui`e. Daui.d VIhsou/( evle,hso,n meÅ (46They came to Jericho. As he and his
disciples and a large crowd were leaving Jericho, Bartimaeus son of Timaeus, a blind
beggar, was sitting by the roadside. 47When he heard that it was Jesus of Nazareth, he
began to shout out and say, "Jesus, Son of David, have mercy on me!")
Mt 20:29-30 29Kai. evkporeuome,nwn auvtw/n avpo. VIericw. hvkolou,qhsen auvtw/| o;cloj polu,jÅ
30
kai. ivdou. du,o tufloi. kaqh,menoi para. th.n o`do,n avkou,santej o[ti VIhsou/j para,gei(
e;kraxan le,gontej( VEle,hson h`ma/j( Îku,rieÐ( ui`oj. Daui,dÅ (29As they were leaving Jericho, a
large crowd followed him. 30There were two blind men sitting by the roadside. When
they heard that Jesus was passing by, they shouted, "Lord, have mercy on us, Son of
David!")
Mt 9:27 27Kai. para,gonti evkei/qen tw/| VIhsou/ hvkolou,qhsan Îauvtw/Ð| du,o tufloi. kra,zontej
kai. le,gontej( VEle,hson h`ma/j( ui`oj. Daui,d (27As Jesus went on from there, two blind men
followed him, crying loudly, "Have mercy on us, Son of David!").
Two blind men as witnesses
We should note the way in which Matthew has altered the positioning of this
story. In Mark, the story of Jesus’ raising Jairus’ daughter is followed by Jesus’ return to
his hometown, and there Mark will relate the story of Jesus’ rejection (Mk 6:1-6). In
Matthew (“as Jesus went on from there”), Jesus moves from the house of the leader to his
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itinerancy once more. It opens the way for an encounter. In this story, Matthew has two
blind men following him. It is difficult to explain how Matthew supposes they knew
where Jesus was. It cannot be acute hearing of his voice, because their own shouting
would drown out sounds of speech and walking.
We might ask why Matthew’s story, if relying on Mark 10:46-52, uses two blind
men here. Some scholars propose that since Matthew has deleted the story of the Blind
Man of Bethsaida (Mk 8:22-26), the second blind man in his own redaction of the
Bartimaeus story (and hence this doublet) is to make sure to attribute the second miracle
to Jesus. 47 Despite Carson’s charge that such a theory is ‘fanciful,’48 he must also note
that Matthew has also supplied two demoniacs (Matt 8:28-34) in his redaction of the one
demoniac story of Mark 5:1-20, when he has excised the exorcism of the Demonized man
in the Synagogue (Mk 1:22-28). There is, therefore, yet another case that can be
explained easily by representation of the miracle when the narrative has been excised.
Thus, when Loader comments that such an interpretation “presupposes a statistical
preoccupation in redaction not evidenced elsewhere in the Gospel,”49 he has to let go of
such stringent demands for ‘statistical preoccupation’ since that is not Matthew’s
concern. Rather, this evangelist is a devout follower of Jesus, and does not wish to
remove forever the Tradition’s recall of a miracle he performed, and one in the same
class as another less problematic in its narrative form. Luz and others have suggested
47
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that the presence of two blind men both healed allow the testimony of two witnesses
(Deut 19:15).50 This would fit well with the Matthean conclusion where the men now
seeing, disobey Jesus and spread the news of the miracle everywhere.
Son of David in Matthew
In Mark, the title of Jesus, Son of David, is inadequate and even blind
Bartimaeus who first screams this out to Jesus, drops it when he actually comes before
Jesus, addressing him now as “Rabbouni” (Mk 10: 51d). For Mark, the title that is to be
revealed is that Jesus is Son of God. For Matthew, this title, Son of David, is of great
importance. It is found in the introduction of the gospel: “Jesus the Messiah, Son of
David, Son of Abraham” (Matt 1:1). The genealogy is organized into three parts, and the
first and second parts are divided by mention of David (Matt 1:6). Matthew gives to
Jesus his connection to King David himself through his guardian and foster father, and to
make this plain the angel addresses Joseph as “Son of David”. The first time this royal
title is given to Jesus is here, in this miracle story, where the two blind men, display that
uncanny knowledge of Jesus’ royal and holy lineage. This connection between the
Messianic Royal title of Son of David to miraculous healings is initiated here in this
story, and will appear later in the gospel. We pause here to review how that is true.
Matthew’s deliberate connection between the Son of David and healing is seen
later again in his insertion of the Q account of the cure of the mute demoniac (Q
11:14//Matt 12:22) where he adds: “All the crowds were amazed and said, ‘Can this be
the Son of David?” Matthew then attaches a blend of the Markan and Q versions of the
50
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Beelzebul controversy (Mk 3:22 and Q 11:15) to answer so that in Matthew the Pharisees
charge that by the prince of demons he casts out demons”. Matthew also inserts the title
into the Markan story of the Syro-Phoenicain Mother (Canaanite in Matthew) who now
addresses Jesus as “Lord, Son of David” (Matt 15:23). Here the addition of Lord now
affirms the exalted status of Jesus. This addition to the title is also made in Matthew’s
own version of the Bartimaeus account in Mk 10:45-52, where the two blind men call out
“Lord, Son of David” (Matt 20:30-31). The kingly reign of David promised by God in
Chronicles to the people of Israel, is recalled frankly when Matthew has the crowds meet
Jesus’ entrance into Jerusalem with cries of “Hosanna to the Son of David”.

When

Jesus enters the temple and banishes the sellers, he heals the blind and lame who come to
him there. Right after Matthew says that, the chief priest and scribes complain that the
children are crying out in the temple, “Hosanna to the Son of David” (Matt 21:9). Jesus
accepts the title and quotes Ps. 8:3: “Yes; have you never read, ‘Out of the mouths of
infants and nursing babies you have acquired praise for yourself?” (Matt 21:16 c, d, e, f).
Finally, Matthew mentions Jesus as Son of David when he copies the Markan question
concerning the relation of the Messiah to the Son of David in Matt 22:41-45//Mk 12:353. The authorities answer Jesus that the Messiah is the Son of David. Then Jesus quotes
Psalm 110 and asks, “If David calls him ‘Lord’, how can he be his son?” And with this,
it becomes clear that the status of Jesus goes even beyond the royalty of David’s line, but
is Lord.
This overview allows us to appreciate Matthew’s introduction of the title of Jesus
in the call of these blind men. This connection of Son of David with miraculous power
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gives to the royal identiy a new authorization from heaven.
In Mt 9:27, as we have noted, the audience hears Jesus called Son of David for
the first time outside the infancy narratives. Although those narratives allow the audience
to recognize the implications of that title, the same realization cannot be presumed for the
blind men. Yet they have chosen that epithet for Jesus and linked it to an authority to
give them their sight as they cry, “Have mercy on us!” Scholars have proposed two
different reasons for the connection between the title Son of David and miracles, a) the
traditions that Solomon, David’s son, had miraculous powers; and b) that this healing
power belongs to the royal messianic aspect of Jesus as Son of David.51
(a) Solomon, son of David and healer
This first interpretation mainly focuses on Jesus as a healer and is based upon
documents that describe Solomon, Son of David, being attributed with both healing and
exorcism.52 The fact is that Solomon is known and referred to as Son of David in the OT
in all but one text, where that title is given to Absalom (2Sam 13:1).53 Duling observes
‘the Solomon trajectory’ beginning with 1 Kings 4:29-34. In that summary statement, the
wisdom of Solomon is celebrated with excessive praise and attributions of power over
nature:
51
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29

God gave Solomon very great wisdom, discernment, and breadth of
understanding as vast as the sand on the seashore, 30 so that Solomon’s
wisdom surpassed the wisdom of all the people of the East, and all the
wisdom of Egypt. 31 He was wiser than anyone else including Ethan the
Ezrahite – wiser than Herman, Calcol and Darda, the sons of Mahol. And
his name spread to all the surrounding nations. 32He composed three
thousand proverbs, and his songs numbered a thousand and five. 33He
would speak of trees, from the cedar that is in the Lebanon to the hyssop
that grows in the wall; he would speak of animals and birds, and reptiles
and fish. 34People came from all the nations to hear the wisdom of
Solomon; they came from all the kings of the earth who had heard of his
wisdom.
Although there is no mention of Solomon as an exorcist or healer in this passage, some
ancient writers interpret this passage as such. In LXX version of Wis 7:15-22, Solomon
speaks of the wisdom that has become his. Especially in vv 17-21, the connection with
knowledge of the workings of nature has been given to him.
17 For he has given me certain knowledge of the things that are, namely, to know
how the world was made, and the operation of the elements: 18 The beginning,
ending, and midst of the times: the alterations of the turning of the sun, and the
change of seasons: 19 The circuits of years, and the positions of stars: 20 The
natures of living creatures, and the fury of wild beasts: the violence of winds, and
the reasonings of humankind: the diversities of plants and the powers of roots: 21
And all such things as are either secret or manifest, them I know. (emphasis
mine)

According to Duling, this understanding of wisdom including ‘secret’ things
invites the further knowledge of things that would respond to magical power and
knowledge of how to dislodge demons.54 He then shows how Josephus, influenced by 1
Kg 4:29-34, further interprets the idea of his power to compose and his intimate
knowledge of nature to allow for knowledge of incantations that would relieve illness or
expel demons. 55
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God also enabled him to learn that skill which expels demons, which is a
science useful and sanative to men. He composed such incantations also
by which distempers are alleviated. And he left behind him the manner of
using exorcisms, by which they drive away demons, so that they never
return, and this method of cure is of great force unto this day.
Based upon the evidence of texts such as these, 56 Duling shows that in the first
century Solomon would be readily credited as a renowned healer or exorcist.57

For that

reason, the use of Son of David in a story requiring the power to heal leads Duling to
conclude that there is a reference to Solomon. That is, Duling is presupposing that
Matthew is conversant with legends about Solomon’s magical and exorcising power,
which Matthew then applies to Jesus’ healing of the two blind men.58
A second argument in favor of Matthew’s intent to associate Jesus with
Solomon’s power is that Matthew uses the anarthrous nominative ui`oj. instead of vocative
ui`e as in Mk 10:47-8, and he uses this anarthrous nominative only in therapeutic (i.e.,
healing and exorcising) contexts.59 Davies and Allison also comment that Matthew’s
pattern here is meant to suggest to those familiar with the OT, that Jesus’ healing is
linked to a Solomonic tradition of Wisdom expressing itself in knowing how to heal and
exorcize. 60 What is at stake here is that these scholars hold that Matthew is not using
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Son of David in its royal political sort of Messianic manner, but rather he is introducing
an aspect of Son of David that connects to healing. Duling too notes that Matthew’s use
of the epithet is better translated ‘David’s Son” (i.e. Solomon) rather than “Son of David”
in its more Messianic aspect.61
The real problem with this argument is that it is built on an argument of
grammatical presentation of the anarthrous use of the title, without sufficient evidence
that it is dramatically different from Mark’s intent. Mark also uses anarthrous form
whether in the healing story of Blind Bartimaeus (Mk 10:47-8) or in discussing the
relation of the Messiah to the “Son of David”, i.e. a Messianic context (Mk 12:35-7).
Moreover, if we consider that Matthew uses the titular form only one time (Mt 12:23) and
that Mark also used the anarthrous form in the therapeutic context, it is not persuasive to
conclude that Matthew uses the anarthrous form to emphasize the therapeutic context.
Carson has even suggested that it is possible that the anarthrous form may just be the
result of a Hebrew influenced construction.62 Matthew does not distinguish those usages
in his gospel.63

Secondly, the only time that Solomon appears in Matthew’s gospel is in

his copying of two Q texts, neither of which has anything to do with healing or exorcism.
First Matt 6:29//Q 12:27 uses Solomon in all his kingly splendor to make the point that
the field lilies surpass even him in their exquisite natural God-given beauty. Secondly, as
part of a Q cluster, Mt 12:42// Q 11:31 recalls Solomon as the king who was so wise, that
60
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the Queen of the South travelled all the way to hear it. So we have no evidence that
Matthew intends a Solomonic parallel.64 Moreover, Matthew does not invite the listener
to make the connection by means of any direct allusion to him.
(b) Son of David, royal messiah
The second interpretation of ‘ui`oj. Daui,d (Son of David)’ in Mt 9:27 as the royal
messianic Son of David is far more popular and persuasive.65 When Matthew copies the
controversy story in Mark, where Jesus challenges the Pharisesees over whose son the
Messiah is, Son of David is being used in a Messianic context. So when in Matt 9:27
these blind men address Jesus as “Son of David”, the only context either before or after
this text in the gospel, is a Messianic one. Rather, the two blind men’s cry alerts the
audience that Jesus is being recognized as Davidic Messiah even by those who do not
have physical sight.
Here then, Matthew frankly prepares his audience for Matt 11:5, where the very
first sign of the Messianic fulfillment is “the blind see”, a reference to Isaiah 35:5
(“Then, the eyes of the blind shall be opened”).66
What is important to keep in mind is that this dissertation addresses an early
section of the Matthean gospel. As we noted, Matt 9:27 is the first time that the adult
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Jesus is called Son of David in the gospel. Our point is that the perception of the title
‘Son of David’ is not fixed but developed according to the progression of the story.
Matthew uses Son of David in a Messianic sense, but as the gospel develops, that Son of
David portrait will steadily grow to underline the fact that he is a merciful Royal
Messiah, and finally Son of God. In this first story where Son of David is used, it is
ironic that even those who do not have physical sight seem to have an interior sight, one
that recognizes the true identity of Jesus.
Jesus’ Healing
Mk 10:49-52a 49kai. sta.j o` VIhsou/j ei=pen( Fwnh,sate auvto,nÅ kai. fwnou/sin to.n tuflo.n
le,gontej auvtw/(| Qa,rsei( e;geire( fwnei/ seÅ 50o` de. avpobalw.n to. i`ma,tion auvtou/
avnaphdh,saj h=lqen pro.j to.n VIhsou/nÅ 51kai. avpokriqei.j auvtw/| o` VIhsou/j ei=pen( Ti, soi
qe,leij poih,swÈ o` de. tuflo.j ei=pen auvtw/(| ~Rabbouni( i[na avnable,ywÅ 52akai. o` VIhsou/j
ei=pen auvtw/(| {Upage( h` pi,stij sou se,swke,n seÅ (49Jesus stood still and said, "Call him
here." And they called the blind man, saying to him, "Take heart; get up, he is calling
you." 50So throwing off his cloak, he sprang up and came to Jesus. 51Then Jesus said to
him, "What do you want me to do for you?" The blind man said to him, "My teacher, let
me see again." 52aJesus said to him, "Go; your faith has made you well.")
Mt 20:32-34a 32kai. sta.j o` VIhsou/j evfw,nhsen auvtou.j kai. ei=pen( Ti, qe,lete poih,sw u`mi/nÈ
33
le,gousin auvtw/|( Ku,rie( i[na avnoigw/sin oi` ovfqalmoi. h`mw/nÅ 34asplagcnisqei.j de. o`
VIhsou/j h[yato tw/n ovmma,twn auvtw/n( (32Jesus stood still and called them, saying, "What do
you want me to do for you?" 33They said to him, "Lord, let our eyes be opened."
34a
Moved with compassion, Jesus touched their eyes.)
Mt 9:28-29 28evlqo,nti de. eivj th.n oivki,an prosh/lqon auvtw/| oi` tufloi,( kai. le,gei auvtoi/j o`
VIhsou/j( Pisteu,ete o[ti du,namai tou/to poih/saiÈ le,gousin auvtw/|( Nai, ku,rie. 29to,te h[yato
tw/n ovfqalmw/n auvtw/n le,gwn( Kata. th.n pi,stin u`mw/n genhqh,tw u`mi/n. (28When he entered
the house, the blind men came to him; and Jesus said to them, "Do you believe that I am
able to do this?" They said to him, "Yes, Lord." 29Then he touched their eyes and said,
"According to your faith let it be done to you.")
Unlike the Markan account of Bartimaeus in Mk 10:46-52 (which Matthew more
closely follows at 20:29-34), in this story Jesus will search for privacy away from the
open road. He enters ‘the house’ not ‘a house’, and here Matthew suggests a familiar
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dwelling. He is forcing the blind men to come away from the crowds.
It is important to recognize the enormity of the miracle. While eye ailments had a
variety of treatments,67 blindness itself had no medical remedy. Eleftheria BernidakiAldous studies the significance of blindness in antiquity and writes:
In a shame-culture, in which honor is the highest good, utter dishonor is the
supreme misfortune. Blindness (lack of light) which, at all times, vies with
dishonor to win the title of “the worst of sufferings” is another condition which
(for the Greeks) leaves no room for happiness.68
When Bernadaki-Aldous specifies “Greeks”, she involves also the whole of the
Mediterranean of the first century, which had experienced intensive Hellenization. We
need not rely solely on the Greek tragedies and Greek classical poetry, but cross the
centuries to listen to the Jewish text, the Babylonian Talmud, where Rabbi Joshua ben
Levi is assigned to have taught: “Four are accounted as dead: A poor man, a leper, a
blind person, and one who is childless.” 69
Across the Mediterranean only the god/man doctor Asclepius was famed for being
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able to restore sight. 70

We have only two stories in extant sources for stories where a

human is attributed with having restored sight to the blind. The first concerns
Vespasian, the newly appointed emperor, who is said to have cured a blind man sent to
him by the god Serapis. This is an example, Tacitus reports, of “heaven’s favor” and “a
certain partiality of the gods”

71

During the months while Vespasian was waiting at Alexandria for
the regular season of the summer winds and a settled sea, many
marvels occurred to mark the favor of heaven and a certain
partiality of the gods towards him. (emphasis mine)
In this story, the sense is that the gods empowered Vespasian to do this miracle.
The second attribution of a miracle of restored sight is told of Apollonius of Tyana by
Philostratos. As part of a larger miracle story, Philostratus concludes, “And another man
had had both of his eyes out and he went away having recovered the sight of both of
them.” 72

This hero’s legend, however, would not have been available yet to the

evangelist. Still, it reflects a certain readiness in the first century world to understand that
divine powers can be granted to a human being. Yet, as we see, so very few humans are
said to have restored sight, although they are claimed to have performed so many other
healing miracles.
In Matt 9:27-31, the evangelist presents the first story of Jesus’ cure of two blind
70
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men and this character of demanding privacy causes us to notice that also in Mark’s first
story of Jesus’ restoration of sight, The Blind Man of Bethsaida (Mk 8:22-26), Jesus will
also seek privacy, taking the man outside the village away from the friends who brought
him, and after the miracle warning him, “Do not even go into the village” (v. 26). For
Markan scholars, this reticence of Jesus is usually assigned to the theme of the
“Messianic Secret.” This is the recognition of the enormity of this miracle and its
implications. Although Matthew does not adopt the Markan theme known as the
“Messianic secret,” he does present a private miracle here. For in Jewish tradition,
miracles like these are indeed signs of the Messiah, as in Isaiah 42:6-7a.73
I am the Lord, I have called you in righteousness,
I have taken you by the hand and kept you;
I have given you as a covenant to the people,
a light to the nations.
To open the eyes of the blind…
But Morris goes further beyond Messianic expectations, bringing out the connection
between the power of giving sight and divinity. Gundry too sees a kind of revelation of
Jesus’ divinity in this miracle. 74 Certainly, in the first century world where blindness
was final, this miracle could only be interpreted as a revelation of Jesus’ divine
empowerment by God, and in this way divine himself.
The impression that Jesus did not look for public acclaim is seen in the way
Matthew created a private miracle when Jesus cures Peter’s mother in law. Again, in the
miracle placed just previous to this one, in the miracle of the raising of the leader’s
daughter, the crowds are sent away from the interior of the house, and Jesus enters. With
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one graceful gesture he takes the hand of the deceased girl, and when she rises, the gospel
moves Jesus away again swiftly. There is no pause for acclaim.
v. 28c-d kai. le,gei auvtoi/j o` VIhsou/j( Pisteu,ete o[ti du,namai tou/to poih/saiÈ
le,gousin a28evlqo,nti de. eivj th.n oivki,an prosh/lqon auvtw/| oi` tufloi,( kai. le,gei
auvtoi/j o` VIhsou/j( Pisteu,ete o[ti du,namai tou/to poih/saiÈ le,gousin auvtw/(| Nai,
ku,rie. 29to,te h[yato tw/n ovfqalmw/n auvtw/n le,gwn( Kata. th.n pi,stin u`mw/n
genhqh,tw u`mi/n. (28 Jesus said to them, "Do you believe that I am able to do this?"
They said to him, "Yes, Lord." 29Then he touched their eyes and said, "According
to your faith let it be done to you.") .
Jesus questions whether the men believe, and this is singular in the gospels, a
special feature of Matthew’s understanding. The petitioner must have faith. The men
reassure him, “Yes Lord,” and only then does Jesus touch their eyes. But even as he does
so, he qualifies it by informing them the results will depend on the degree of their faith,
“according to your faith let it be done to you”. Here Matthew’s Jesus repeats the
qualification he used with the centurion who asked for a cure for his houseboy: w`j
evpisteusaj genhqh,tw soi. This too was his own insertion on that Q text which ended
with Jesus’ exclamation over the centurion’s faith which exceeded anything he had found
in Israel.

Nevertheless, Matthew’s qualification of the miracle is special in this way.

The faith of the petitioner is crucial to the miracle. We can see this later in Matthew’s
redaction of Mark’s story of the SyroPhoenician mother’s plea for here demonized
daughter (Mk 7: 24-30//Matt 15:21-28). When the woman answers Jesus’ rebuff with
her sweet reply that even the dogs under the table eat the crumbs from the children’s
table, Mark’s gospel holds Jesus’ response as “For this saying, you may go, the demon
has left your daughter” (Mk 7:29). In Matthew Jesus responds: “Woman, great is your
faith. Let it be done for you as you wish.” Here again, for Matthew, the determination of
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the woman is a sign of her confidence in Jesus, her faith. She will not leave, but finds a
way to argue for her daughter’s inclusion among those to receive his miracles. Having
exclaimed on her faith, Jesus’ next statement is rather close to what he states to both the
centurion and to these blind men, so that there is a combination of recognition of faith,
and a statement that the miracle will be dependent on her desire “w- gu,nai, mega,lh sou h`
pi,stij í genhqh.tw soi w`j qe,leij”.
Thus, in Matthew’s account, the statement of the miracle is also a statement of the
profound faith of those who came to Jesus. There is an encounter then that Matthew
wishes to underline. Matthew wants to underline the fact that Jesus’ miracles were
dependent on the faith of the petitioner. He explained that on his part he was willing. The
miracle that would occur and the degree of success of the miraculous occurrence were not
dependent on their degree of faith.
Matthew’s Addition: Spread of the News
Mt 9:30-31 30kai. hvnew,c| qhsan auvtw/n oi` ovfqalmoi,Å kai. evnebrimh,qh auvtoi/j o` VIhsou/j
le,gwn( ~Ora/te mhdei.j ginwske,tw. 31oi` de. evxelqo,ntej diefh,misan auvto.n evn o[lh| th/| gh/|
evkei,nh|. (30And their eyes were opened. Then Jesus sternly ordered them, "See that no one
knows of this." 31But they went away and spread the news about him throughout that
district.)
The fact that the men received their sight , as we have noted, not only affirms
Jesus’ extraordinary divine authority, whether his story is heard by gentiles or Jews, but
also gives Jesus’ qualifying statement that the miracle would rely on their faith, is
testimony to an amazing confidence on the part of these men. Now, the audience
imagines them receiving the light of day for the first time. It is a stunning moment in the
story for any listener.
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Verse 30b: Jesus’ prohibition
Jesus’ prohibition emphasizes the privacy that he desires. This was seen earlier
by his entering the house so that the men had to follow him there. Here again this story
recalls Mark’s first story of Jesus giving sight (Mk 8:22-26), when Jesus warns the man
not to go back into the village.
Mk 8:26 kai. avpe,steilen auvto.n eivj oi=kon auvtou/ le,gwn( Mhde. eivj th.n
kw,mhn eivse,lqh|j (Then he sent him away to his home, saying, "Do not even
go into the village").
Mt 9:30b kai. evnebrimh,qh auvtoi/j o` VIhsou/j le,gwn( ~Ora/te mhdei.j
ginwske,tw oi` de. evxelqo,ntej diefh,misan auvto.n evn o[lh| th/| gh/| evkei,nh|
(Then Jesus sternly ordered them, "See that no one knows of this. But
they went away and spread the news about him throughout that district).
Then, one preeminent question is why Matthew used the motif of Jesus’ stern
prohibition in this story. Why is a case of disobedience present here and not where Mark
does in the story of the leper?
Mk 1:45 o` de. evxelqw.n h;rxato khru,ssein polla. kai. diafhmi,zein to.n
lo,gon( w[ste mhke,ti auvto.n du,nasqai fanerw/j eivj po,lin eivselqei/n( avllV
e;xw evpV evrh,moij to,poij h=n\ kai. h;rconto pro.j auvto.n pa,ntoqen (But he
went out and began to proclaim it freely, and to spread the word, so that
Jesus could no longer go into a town openly, but stayed out in the country;
and people came to him from every quarter).
Scholars strive to explain the combination of Jesus’ order and the disobedience of
the cured men in this story and its effect here in the gospel. Meier notes the oddity of the
prohibition since it breaks “Matthew’s tendency to have revelation go public.”75
Gundry briefly comments that “Jesus’ stern prohibition prepares for an emphasis
on Jesus’ humility (cf. 11:29; 12:16, 17-21; 21:5).”76 Jesus does not want fame for
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himself. France has a similar view, and suggests that Matthew is anticipated 12:16,
where Matthew states that when Jesus saw crowds following him, he departed.
Although the people pursue him, and he cures them all, Matthew states, “and he ordered
all of them not to make him known.” Here, Matthew quotes Isaiah 42:1-4. In Matthew
9:30, Jesus’ prohibition is meant, “to dissociate Jesus from any image of being a selfpublicist (cf. v. 19).77 The question that remains is why Matthew has waited until this
particular miracle for the dynamic of Jesus commanding silence and the men disobeying
him.
Some scholars go back to the blind men’s epithet for Jesus, “Son of David,” and
propose that Jesus did not want them to think of his miracle as a sign that he as the
political Royal Son of David, the military Messiah, ready to liberate the people.78 They
point out that Jesus was convicted of political pretensions and insurrectionist behavior,
false claims that would result in his condemnation to the cross. The difficulty with this
interpretation is that, in the context of the story, Matthew has not given us any idea that
the blind men thought that the Son of David title was a military one. They seem to
connect it with a Messianic saying, such as Matthew himself will copy from Q, the
fulfillment passage in Matt 11:1-5, which has nothing of the military about it.
For example, Davies and Allison explain that having Jesus issue the prohibition is
“to make the men’s disobedience more pronounced.”79 That is, the enormity of the
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miracle was too much for them to keep private, and Luz concurs. Luz notes that with this
statement, Matthew explains how this story is increasing the reputation of Jesus
throughout the district, which Luz describes as “all Israel”.80 Does this explain
satisfactorily why Matthew adopts the stern prohibition of Jesus? The previous story of
the raising of the leader’s daughter also concluded with the note that news of Jesus’
miracle was spreading through the district (Matt 9:26). Quite astutely, Luz looks ahead
to the conclusion of the final miracle of the cluster, Matt 9:32-34, and notes that this
spreading of the news “prepares for the summary description of the crowds’ reaction in
9:33.”81
Verse 31: The spread of the news
Matt 9:31 oi` de. evxelqo,ntej diefh,misan auvto.n evn o[lh| th/| gh/| evkei,nh| (But they
went away and spread the news about him throughout that district).
Mk 1:45 o` de. evxelqw.n h;rxato khru,ssein polla. kai. diafhmi,zein to.n
lo,gon( w[ste mhke,ti auvto.n du,nasqai fanerw/j eivj po,lin eivselqei/n( avllV
e;xw evpV evrh,moij to,poij h=n\ kai. h;rconto pro.j auvto.n pa,ntoqen (But he
went out and began to proclaim it freely, and to spread the word, so that
Jesus could no longer go into a town openly, but stayed out in the country;
and people came to him from every quarter).
Although Matthew seems to have used the disobedience of the leper to Jesus’
prohibition in his own account of the blind men, he has done so with a difference. In
Mark, the results of the leper’s disobedience are shown to result in Jesus’ suffering. A
kind of transference takes place. Now Jesus is the one who cannot go into the town
openly but must stay in the desert places, while the leper, now cured may enter the towns
freely. The shadow of the cross falls on the story.
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Matthew excises all this. He uses the disobedience of the blind men to explain
how the reputation of Jesus was spreading more and more. First the news about his
raising of the dead girl is spreading around the district, and now his opening of the eyes
of the blind. Those two together make a powerful message.
Luz’s insight holds one important realization of the dynamic of the gospel.
Matthew is preparing for a frank statement about the ‘crowds’ response to Jesus which
occurs at the conclusion of the cluster. Despite Jesus’ efforts to avoid fame, as Gundry
and France both propose, he cannot stem the tide of excitement and joy, first of the
family of the girl who now lives, brought to life by Jesus, and now these two blind men
who tell everyone about the Jesus , Son of David, who opened their eyes. It remains now
for Matthew to complete the third cluster with his miracle of exorcism, and a silent man,
now free to speak. Yet there is another reason soon to be revealed for Jesus’ prohibition.
Here we suggest that Matthew also prepares his readers for the open attack on Jesus by
the religious authorities, the Pharisees who will tell the people that his power belongs to
the ruler of demons.
The Third Stage: Healing of a Mute Demoniac (Mt 9:32-34// Q 11:14-15)
32

Auvtw/n de. evxercome,nwn ivdou. prosh,negkan auvtw/| a;nqrwpon kwfo.n
daimonizo,menon. 33kai. evkblhqe,ntoj tou/ daimoni,ou evla,lhsen o` kwfo,jÅ kai. evqau,masan oi`
o;cloi le,gontej( Ouvde,pote evfa,nh ou[twj evn tw/| VIsrah,l. 34oi` de. Farisai/oi e;legon( VEn tw/|
a;rconti tw/n daimoni,wn evkba,llei ta. daimo,nia.
32

After they had gone away, a demoniac who was mute was brought to him. 33And
when the demon had been cast out, the one who had been mute spoke; and the crowds
were amazed and said, "Never has anything like this been seen in Israel." 34But the
Pharisees said, "By the ruler of the demons he casts out the demons."
Introduction
The last miracle story of the third cluster and of Matthew 8-9 is also a doublet
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(Mt 9:32-34//12:22-23//Q 11:14-15). 82 That is, he doubles the placement of Q 11:14-15,
as he did his use of Mk 10:46-52 (Matt 9:27-31//20:29-34). In each use of the miracle
story, Matthew will conclude with a charge of the Pharisees that Jesus’ exorcism is
effective thanks to his collusion with the ruler of demons. But he does so progressively.
The first time, here in v. 34, we notice that Jesus does not argue with them. They have
shown their own evil mind to the people in complete contrast to their own amazed cry,
“Never has anything like this been seen in Israel!” Matthew then provides a summary of
the careful details of Matthew 5-9, when he writes,
Then Jesus went about all the cities and villages, teaching in their
synagogues and proclaiming the good news of the kingdom, and curing
every disease and every sickness.
As for the Pharisaic insult that Jesus’ exorcism is owed to Beelzebul, Matthew
will wait and use it following the Markan order, where it is placed after the account of the
Man with the Withered Hand, (Mk 3:1-6//Matt 12:9-14) where the Pharisees respond to
the miracle of the man’s healing by going out to conspire against Jesus, on the Sabbath,
“how to destroy him” (Mk 3:6//Matt 12:14). Then, the second time the Pharisees charge
that Jesus is in collusion with Beelzebul, Matthew will follow with the full defense from
Mark and also from Q, a defense which ends with a warning to them.
Matthew will now use this concluding miracle drawn from Q, where Jesus’ will
astonish the people with the exercise of his power to free this man from his bondage, the
imprisonment of his power to express himself in speech. This miracle story holds
importance in three ways: 1) It is the first time in the gospel where crowds will be said
82
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to be amazed by Jesus’ miraculous power, claiming “Never has anything like this be seen
in Israel”; 2) it provides the third messianic sign from Isaiah (“the deaf hear”),83 which
Jesus will invite the disciples of John to note as his apologetic answer to their query; and
3) it prepares for Jesus’ sending of his disciples in chapter 10, as we shall explain.
Jesus’ Encounter with the Demoniacs
Mt 9:32 Auvtw/n de. evxercome,nwn ivdou. prosh,negkan auvtw/| a;nqrwpon kwfo.n
daimonizo,menon (After they had gone away, a demoniac who was mute was brought to
him).
Mt 12:22 To,te proshne,cqh auvtw/| daimonizo,menoj tuflo.j kai. kwfo,j (Then they brought
to him a demoniac who was blind and mute).
The story begins with Matthew’s effort to create a smooth link between the
preceding story of the blind men,84 but a certain awkwardness remains because his note
that the blind men disobeyed him in spreading the news to the district, has taken the
audience away from the story to imagine the cured men going about with their story.
Frequently “they” are understood to mean the two blind men.85 This is Matthew’s effort
to bring the reader back to focus on Jesus. If this is the interpretation, then the mute
demoniac was also brought before Jesus while Jesus remained inside the house. The
difficulty here is that the conclusion of the story features a public scene, in which crowds
are praising Jesus, and the Pharisees are there to charge him with collusion with the ruler
of demons.
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Another possible interpretation is that Jesus and his disciples (v.19) went out the
house and they were on the way to some place from the house in Mt 9:28. This would fit
the context much better given the summary statement in v. 31 of the healed men going
out to spread the news.

What Matthew must mean is that after healing the blind men,

Jesus went out the house (presumably in the company of the disciples) and it was on his
way (cf. v.27) that the demoniac was brought to Jesus.
a;nqrwpon kwfo.n
The way Matthew understands this man’s condition includes both deafness and
muteness. Although kwfo,j is used for those who are mute, in first century usage it could
used for those who were deaf or those who were both deaf and mute.86 Usually the
reason a person could not speak was due to deafness and the two conditions can be seen
to go together. We can see this assumption very clearly in Luke’s gospel when the angel
punishes Zachariah for his doubting the possibility of his barren wife to conceive, and
renders him ‘silent’, “not being able to speak” until these things come to pass (Lk 1:20).
When Zechariah emerges he must use motions to try to communicate (v. 22). But when
John is born and Elizabeth wants to name him John, “they began motioning to his father
to find out what name he wanted to give him”. Zachariah could have heard their
question. He wasn’t deaf. Here we can see the narrator’s automatically assuming the
two conditions together. Carson notes that indeed the two disabilities are “closely linked
together, especially if deafness is congenital.”87
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We can see Matthew combining those conditions when he redacts Mark’s story
of the man who was deaf with a speech impediment “kwfo.n kai. mogila,lon” (Mk 7:32).
Matthew has rather included a reference to those powers in a summary he matches of up
Mark’s in Matt 15:31//Mk 7:37:
Mk 7:37b kalw/j pa,nta pepoi,hken , kai. tou/j kwfou.j poiei avkou,ein kai. avla,louj
lalei/n (“He has done all things well; he even makes the deaf hear and the dumb
speak”).
Matt 15:31: w[ste to.n o;clon quma,sai ble,pontouj kwfou.j lalou.ntaj kullou.j
u`gei/j kai. xwlou.j peritatou/ntaj kai. tuflou.j ble,pontaj ˑ kai. evdoxasav to.n qe.on
Iv srah,l (So that the crowd wondered when they saw the dumb speaking, the
maimed whole, the lame walking, and the blind seeing; and they glorified the God
of Israel).
Translations of the word then really rely on the context, or the outcome of the
miracle. So kwfo.j is translated as “mute” for Matt 9:32 and 33 and in Matt 15:30, 31,
because the miracle results in the ability to speak. But it is translated as deaf in Matt
11:5//Lk 7:22//Q 7:22 and in Matthew 12:22, as in “blind and deaf” because the results
are that the person is said to be able to hear. (In Mark, kwfo.j always means someone who
is deaf [Mk 7:32, 37; and 9:25]).
What we can see in Matthew’s representation of Mark in Matt 15:31 shows that,
like so many people in his own time, he presumed that if someone is described as kwfo.j
the person is mute because they are deaf. If they are able to speak, it is because they can
also hear. So scholars are quite right to say that the correct translation in 9:23 is ‘mute”
because the result is that the man can speak.88 France’s argument that the affliction only
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affects the speech is that the description “a;nqrwpon kwfo.n daimonizo,menon (a
demoniac)” is such that “this case was regarded as primarily one of possession, with the
dumbness as a byproduct.”89 France is correct in his specification, but we would say that
when Matthew wrote that the man was kwfo.j he could well have presumed that this
meant that the man was rendered completely deaf. Furthermore we do not know for how
long this person had had this problem. Was it from childhood?
The story is very small, but it represents a situation with grievous significance
for the demonized man. His condition itself rendered him separate from his community.
Something of this is already evident in the regulations and groupings of deaf/mutes in the
Mishnah regulations. For example, Mishnah Haggigah that deals with the Festal Offering
holds:
All are subject to appear [before the Lord] excepting a deaf-mute, an
imbecile, a child, one of doubtful sex, one of double sex, women, slaves
that have not been freed, a man that is lame or blind or sick or aged.90
Another example reads,
A deaf-mute, an imbecile, or a minor may have their worth or Valuation
vowed by another, but they may not vow for another’s worth since they
have no understanding.91
We can see that even persons who had been born with this disability, apart from
its being the result of demon possession were considered damaged and second best. If we
look at the groupings here, they reflect a set of people unable to take care of their own
lives, or even be subject to appear before the Lord at the festival as though being unable
89
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to hear/speak rendered them incapable of entering into the intelligent and soulful
participation with the others in their community.
a;nqrwpon kwfo.n daimonizo,menon
In the Markan gospel, there is also a tradition of a demon who has possessed the
youth from his childhood and keeps him mute. Upon its expulsion, a great scream is
heard from the demon, enraged to be excised from the youth, and making its presence
clearly heard, just as it has kept silence in its deadly torturing of the boy.
Matthew agrees to Mark’s story of possession, but the signs of the demon are in
the epilepsy which Matthew interprets from the Father’s description to Jesus in Mk 9:22.
Instead Martthew uses this story from Q, where an adult man is kept in silence, under the
control of a demon.
Jesus’ Healing and Israel’s Response
Q 11:14-15 kai. ev[<xe>]βαλ[<εν>] daimonion kwfo.n\ kai. evkblhqe,ntoj tou/ daimoni,ou evla,lhsen o`
kwfo,j. kai. evqau,masan oi` o;cloi. 15tine.j de. ei=pon\ evn Beelzebou.l tw/| a;rconti tw/n
daimoni,wn evkba,llei ta. daimo,nia (And he cast out a demon <which made a person>
mute. And once the demon was cast out, the mute man spoke. And the crowds were
amazed. 15But some said: By Beelzebul, the ruler of demons, he casts out demons!).
Matt 9:33-34 kai. evkblhqe,ntoj tou/ daimoni,ou evla,lhsen o` kwfo,j. kai. evqau,masan oi` o[cloi
le,gontej, Ouvde,pote evfa,nh ou[twj evn tw/| vIsrah,l. 34oi` de. Farisai/oi e;legon( VEn tw/|
a;rconti tw/n daimoni,wn evkba,llei ta. daimo,nia (And when the demon has been cast out,
the mute man spoke, and the crowds were amazed and said, "Never has anything like this
been seen in Israel." 34But the Pharisees said, "By the ruler of the demons he casts out the
demons.").
Mt 12:24 oi` de. Farisai/oi avkou,santej ei=pon( Ou-toj ouvk evkba,llei ta. daimo,nia eiv mh. evn
tw/| Beelzebou.l a;rconti tw/n daimoni,wn (But when the Pharisees heard it, they said, "It is
only by Beelzebul, the ruler of the demons, that this fellow casts out the demons").
In his redaction, we can see that Matthew has altered his usual custom of
redacting material so that more focus is placed on an attestation of Jesus’ power and
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authority, and instead shifted the balance of this very brief Q story, so that the attention
moves to the response of the people to Jesus. That is, he has removed the statement that
Jesus cast out the demon as in Q, and attests to its accomplishment in the genitive
absolute, “And when the demon had been cast out”.
Q11:14a kai. evx<[ e>]βαλ[<εν>] daimonion kwfo.n\ kai. evkblhqe,ntoj tou/ daimoni,ou
(And he cast out a demon <which made a person> mute. And once the
demon was cast out),
Mt 9:33a kai. evkblhqe,ntoj tou/ daimoni,ou (And when the demon had been
cast out),
The audience has already seen the authority of Jesus that the demons in Matt 8:31
immediately capitulated and fearfully asked him, “What have you to do with us, Son of
God? Have you come here to torment us before the time?” (Matt 8:29). The degree of
Jesus’ power, as Matthew maintained the Markan tradition, is such that the people of
Gerasa beg him to leave. There, on the non-Jewish side of the Sea of Galilee, they
themselves are fearful to Jesus’ power over the forces of evil that had fiercely oppressed
the two men, and prevented anyone from passing along the road. The Q story for all its
own brevity simply takes for granted the command of Jesus to dispel immediately, a
demon that had kept this man silent. Matthew further tightens the story, as we see, so
that the audience receives the impression that it was a matter that was resolved swiftly,
and this terrible possession of the man was over. The further redaction of Matthew on
the story, besides foreshortening the miracle event, is to add to the response of the people
to Jesus, as he concludes the miracle clusters.
The first response: The crowds’ amazement
Q 11:14b kai. evqau,masan oi` o;cloi (And the crowds were amazed)Å
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Mt 9:33b kai. evqau,masan oi` o[cloi le,gontej, Ouvde,pote evfa,nh ou[twj evn tw/|
Iv srah,l ϘOuvde,pote evfa,nh ou[twj evn tw/| VIsrah,l ( And the crowds were
amazed, saying Never has anything like this been seen in Israel” ).
Matthew adds to the Q statement of the people’s amazement, giving not only their
praise, but adding an interpretation to their amazement as well. First of all, by placing
the Q exorcism story here in the last place of the miracle story clusters, Matthew had
also created a scene in which for the first time in the gospel his audience hears that the
crowds are ‘amazed’ at Jesus. The response of “ amazement” 92 has only occurred twice
in the gospel prior to this: first Jesus’ response to the faith of the centurion who is the
only person to tell Jesus that his authority is sufficient and that he only need give an order
of healing without the demeaning visit to someone far below him in status (Matt 8:10).
Secondly, Jesus’ disciples are amazed at Jesus’ authority to still the storm (Matt 8:27).
Now it is time for the crowds to express amazement at Jesus over his authority to cast out
demons. Significantly, we should add here, the very next time the response of
amazement is used by Matthew is again by crowds and again on account of his miracles
(Matt 15:31). That summary statement which recalls Jesus’ response to the disciples of
John in Matt 11:5//Q 7:22, the fulfillment text of Isaiah as we have frequently mentioned,
but this time it parallels to some degree Mark 7:37b. The parallel of those two texts have
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Amazement is not used frequently in either Mark or in Matthew. As will be seen here, Mark
uses ‘amazed’ 4x and Matthew 7x, but they only agree on one pericope, the amazement of Pilate at the utter
silence of Jesus, as the charges against him are made. (Mk 15:5//Matt 27:14). A brief review of usage is
supplied here for Mark and Matthew. Mk 5:20 (people amazed after the Gerasene Demoniac was
exorcized); 6:6 (Jesus was amazed at the lack of faith in his town; :15:5 (Pilate was amazed at Jesus’
silence):,44 (Pilate was ‘wondering’ if Jesus could be dead already)i; Matt 8:10 (Jesus was amazed at the
faith of the centurion), 27 (the disciples are amazed at Jesus’ stilling the storm); 9:33 (the crowds are
amazed at Jesus’ miracle) ; 15:31 (the crowds are amazed at Jesus’ miracles); 21:20 (the disciples were
amazed to see the fig tree withered) ; 22:22 (the enemies of Jesus, go away amazed at his answer); 27:14
(Pilate was amazed at Jesus’ silence).

391
already been presented above in the discussion of Matthew’s understanding of kwfo.j.
They should be presented again, to show that the Matthean redaction holds another
similarity to his redaction of the Q story of the crowd’s amazed response in Matt 9:33.
Mk 7:37b kalw/j pa,nta pepoi,hken , kai. tou/j kwfou.j poiei avkou,ein kai. avla,louj
lalei/n (“He has done all things well; he even makes the deaf hear and the dumb
speak.”)
Matt 15:31: w[ste to.n o;clon quma,sai ble,pontouj kwfou.j lalou.ntaj , kullou.j
u`gei/j kai. xwlou.j peritatou/ntaj kai. tuflou.j ble,pontaj ˑ kai. evdo,xasan to.n
qe.on vIsrah,l (So that the crowd wondered when they saw the dumb speaking, the
maimed whole, the lame walking, and the blind seeing; and they glorified the God
of Israel).
Mt 9:33 kai. evqau,masan oi` o[cloi le,gontej, Ouvde,pote evfa,nh ou[twj evn tw/|
Iv srah,l ( And the crowds were amazed, saying Never has anything like
this been seen in Israel” ).
Matt 9:33b. Matthew redacts Q 11:14b by the addition of the actual exclamation
of the crowds, which of course, holds its own attestation of the people’s interpretation.
Q 11:14b kai. evqau,masan oi` o;cloi (And the crowds were amazed).
Mt 9:33 kai. evqau,masan oi` o[cloi le,gontej, Ouvde,pote evfa,nh ou[twj evn tw/|
Iv srah,l ϘOuvde,pote evfa,nh ou[twj evn tw/| VIsrah,l ( And the crowds were
amazed, saying Never has anything like this been seen in Israel” ).
This exclamation places Jesus against the backdrop of his Jewish religious world,
as we shall see him underline and repeat, although in the third person narration in the
summary statement of Matt 15:31.
Israel. The importance of Jesus’ relationship to Israel cannot be minimized in this
gospel. In Mark, Israel only occurs once, in the mocking of Jesus on the cross by the
chief priest and scribes, “Let the Messiah, the King of Israel, come down from the cross
now, so that we may see and believe” (Mk 15:32//Matt 27:42).

In Q, Israel occurs once
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(Q 22:30//Matt 19:28), where Jesus promises that those who have followed him will sit
on thrones judging the twelve tribes of Israel. Matthew introduces its usage ten more
times.
The first connection between Israel and Jesus is found in Matthew’s infancy
narratives, Matt 2:6, where he draws on the prophecy of Micah 5:2 [LXX 5:1] for the
scribes’ answer to Herod’s question about where the Messiah is to be born. The full text
should be quoted here, due to its programmatic role for the gospel and its significance for
Matt 9:33:
Mt 2:6 Oi` de. ei-pan auvtw|/, v En Bhqle,em th/j vIoudai,ajˑ ou[twj ga.r ge,graptai dia.
tou/ profh,tou ˑ Kai. su,, Bhqle,em gh/ vIouda, ouvdamw/j e,laci,sth ei- evn toi/j h`gemo,sin
vIoudaˑ evk sou/ ga.r evleu,setai `hgou,menoj , o[stij poimanei/ to.n lao,n mou to.n
vIsrah,l ( “They told him, ‘In Bethlehem of Judea: for so it has been written by the
prophet. And you, Bethlehem, in the land of Judah, are by no means least among
the rulers of Judah; for from you shall come a ruler who is to shepherd my people
Israel.”).
Micah 5:1 καὶ σύ, βηθλεεμ οἶκος τοῦ Eφραθα, ὀλιγοστὸς εἶ τοῦ εἶναι ἐν χιλιάσιν
Iουδαˑ ἐκ σοῦ μοι ἐξελεύσεται τοῦ εἶναι εἰς ἄρχοντα ἐν τῷ Iσραηλ (But you, O
Bethlehem of Ephrathah who are one of the little clans of Judah, from you shall
come forth for me one who is to rule in Israel”).
When we compare LXX Micah 5:1 with Matthew’s version, he has changed Ephrata to
Judah, where indeed the Bethlehem of his day would be understood to be loctated. More
importantly he has changed the contrast from Bethlehem as one of the smallest of the
clans, to a statement of reassurance that they are by no means “least”, and changed the
reference from ‘clans’ to “rulers’. Finally he has changed “rule’ to ‘shepherd my people
Israel.’ With this prophecy, Matthew sets up the gospel to prepare for its fulfillment in
Jesus.
Besides the appearance of Israel in the angel’s messages to Joseph, to first leave
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Israel and then return (Matt 3:20, 21), all other uses of Israel encompass the people of the
land, and does not refer solely to the location.
As we have noted, in Matt 8:10 Jesus is amazed that the centurion’s faith is
greater than anything he has seen in Israel.
The next use of Israel as the mark against which religious response is gauged is in
fact this exclamation of the people. Now they recognize Jesus’ own authority in casting
out the demon as something that leaves them amazed, and now at last they recognize the
uniqueness of Jesus, for this kind of ease and authority over the demons has then
recognize that ‘never has anything like this been seen in Israel.”
The gospel will build on this image of Jesus as ‘shepherding’ his people Israel in
the Mission speech that will follow directly upon these miracle clusters, where Jesus will
show his special care for his people when he cautions his disciples “Go nowhere among
the Gentiles, but only to the lost sheep of Israel” (Matt 10:6), and he promises that they
will not have passed through all the towns of Israel before the Son of Man comes.
Matthew will then recall to mind to his audience Jesus’ mission when he inserts into
Mark’s story of the SyroPhoenician/ Canaanite Mother, “I was only sent to the lost sheep
of Israel”. Thus, when in Matthew 15:31 the review of Jesus’ miracles bring amazement
to the people, they ‘glorified the God of Israel’. Here the identity of Jesus as miracle
worker is seen as an expression of the power of Israel’s God.
So, in the development of the gospel, Matthew waits until the end of the miracle
clusters to place a focus on the recognition of the amazed people that what they have
witnessed belongs to a power and authority ‘never seen’ in Israel..
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The second response by the Pharisees
Q 11:15 tine.j de. ei=pon\ evn Beelzebou.l tw/| a;rconti tw/n daimoni,wn
evkba,llei ta. daimo,nia (But some said: By Beelzebul, the ruler of demons,
he casts out demons!).
Mt 9:34 oi` de. Farisai/oi e;legon( VEn tw/| a;rconti tw/n daimoni,wn
evkba,llei ta. daimo,nia (But the Pharisees said, "By the ruler of the demons
he casts out the demons").
Mt 12:24 oi` de. Farisai/oi avkou,santej ei=pon( Ou-toj ouvk evkba,llei ta.
daimo,nia eiv mh. evn tw/| Beelzebou.l a;rconti tw/n daimoni,wn (But when the
Pharisees heard it, they said, "It is only by Beelzebul, the ruler of the
demons, that this fellow casts out the demons").
The Negative Response. Against the crowds’ positive response to Jesus’ miracle,
the Pharisees show their cynical comments. While the presence of the Pharisees is sudden
here,93 we have already seen their hidden but escalating hostility against Jesus (Mt 3:7;
5:20; 9:3, 11, 14).94 Now the Pharisees begin to directly attack Jesus and his miracles
towards the greatly impressed crowds.95 For this purpose, Matthew redacts Q. First of all,
Matthew is not hesitant in clarifying that it is the Pharisees who criticize Jesus’ miracles.
The charge will be repeated later, following the Markan order, and at that time the
Pharisees will use the name of Beelzebul, and receive in response Jesus’ full rebuttal,
drawing on the material both from Mark and Q.
93

Because v. 34 is missing from the Western textual tradition, some scholars think that it is
intruded from Mt 12:24. However, Mt 10:25 presupposes the existence of the criticism of Jesus as
Beelzebul. In addition, the plot (i.e., Jesus’ prohibition of spreading the news and his sending of his
disciples) will not be smooth without the Pharisees’ criticism. As Carson comments, “the tide of
opposition, which later brought Jesus to the cross, now becomes an essential part of the background to the
next discourse (cf. especially 10:16-28).” See Carson, Matthew, 234 and also Gundry, Matthew, 180;
France, Matthew, 174; Fenton, Matthew, 146; Davies and Allison, Matthew 8-18, 139.
94

95

Probably they are the scribes from Jerusalem in Mk 3:22 (cf. 2:16).

Of course in the passage the Pharisees do not charge directly against Jesus but against the
crowds’ positive responses. They are trying to persuade the crowds that their positive response is wrong.
See Davies and Allison, Matthew 8-18, 139.
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The Pharisees. Matthew’s presentation of the Pharisees in Matt 9:34 is his
special choice. In Q the accusers are not identified. When he reasserts their charge in
Matt 12:24, he is overturning the identification in Markan tradition that scribes launched
the accusation. From the start, Matthew presents the Pharisees as hypocritical. He
names them and the Sadducees as the target of John’s ‘brood of viper’ speech in Q, when
the Q text has no specified audience (Q 3:7-9//Matt 3:7-10). Then, we ask, “Is Matthew
being ironic when Jesus tells his disciples that their righteousness must be greater than
the Scribes and Pharisees?” (Matt 5:20). The first contact Jesus himself has with the
Pharisees is when they question Jesus’ disciples about Jesus’ associating with tax
collector and sinners. Jesus commands them to go and learn what this means, ‘I desire
mercy, not sacrifice’ (Matt 9:13).
Here then, as Matthew completes the miracle stories, he gives a portent of the
greater opposition Jesus will face from these Pharisees. Unlike the previous encounter
which was with the disciples of Jesus and Jesus himself, it is open and very public
hostility, the condemnation of Jesus’ miracle as demonic. Soon we will see the escalated
hostility in 12:2, 10, 14, and 24. Through the introduction of the Pharisees’ first open
charge, Matthew intends that the Pharisees are the most serious opponents of Jesus in Mt
8-9. Their doubtful attitude toward Jesus in 9:11 is now turning to a hostile one. If Jesus’
attitude is thought negative (cf. Mt 9:11), any evaluation of his miracle cannot be
positive. Even though the Pharisees do not deny Jesus’ power of performing new
miracles, they attribute it to the prince of the demons. Now two groups are being
separated: with Jesus or against Jesus (Mt 12:30).
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In sum, Matthew finishes this final miracle story with the report of the division of
Israel’s responses to Jesus’ miracles in Matthew 8-9. Matthew redacted the two different
responses to emphasize the result of Jesus’ healing ministry in Mt 8-9. This division
indicates the future of Jesus’ ministry.
Conclusion of the Third Cluster
We can see that Matthew’s intent was to reduce attention to Jesus and turn the
attention to the responses to his great amazing power. We could now see how Matthew
gradually moves to this special moment of acclamation. While grouping the stories in
the cluster so that they do express the Messianic signs, he has built in a very gradual
escalation of the response to Jesus. The astonishing raising of the dead girl is followed
by Matthew’s comment that the news about Jesus spread throughout that district. Again,
after the private and astounding gift of sight to the two blind men, despite Jesus’
command for silence about it, the two men are responsible for the news to spread
throughout the district. The audience of the gospel realizes that Jesus’ power cannot
remain hidden. So in this last concluding miracle, the evangelist reduced the description
of the miracle and placed the focus on the ‘crowds’ who witnessed this act of power. If
the first and second miracle stories are secluded, the third is in the open and now indeed
the people gathered are struck with amazement at Jesus. Their cry, “Never has anything
like this been seen in Israel,” must be visualized as called out from multiple voices all
around Jesus.
The view of the Pharisees against the recognition of Jesus’ greatness by the crowd,
both show the audience their vituperative character, just as John identified it in Matt 3:7:
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a brood of vipers. Matthew prepares for their eventual decision to destroy Jesus (Matt
12:14), and by placing their radically opposite reaction to him right after his series of
merciful healings and exorcisms, Matthew marks them as malicious and their judgments
untrustworthy. He prepares the audience for the conflict that will arise in the future.
In sum, the three miracle stories of the third cluster may be summarized as being
arranged progressively as follows:
The Third Cluster (9:18-34): Spread of Jesus’ Fame
The 1st miracle story: The report about Jesus’ miracle went out into that whole
region without any prohibition from Jesus.
The 2nd miracle story: In spite of Jesus’ stern prohibition, the two blind
men went out and spread the news in that whole region.
The 3rd miracle story: Jesus’ exorcisms cause the crowds to be amazed.
This public miracle results in the people’s crying that they have never seen
this in Israel. While the Pharisees signal the conflict ahead, they claim this
power is from the ruler of demons.

CHAPTER SEVEN
CONCLUSION
Summary
The present work purports to be a structural analysis of Matthew 8-9, using as
interpretive instruments a writing technique, supposedly used by Matthew: Three Stage
Progression. That is, it started with the methodology of the pre-supposed MTSP which is
frequently found in the Gospel of Matthew (Chapter Three). Then, three clusters of
miracle stories (Mt 8:1-17; 8:23-9:8; 9:18-34), which are separated by two intervening
pericopae (Mt 8:16-22; 9:9-17), were analyzed to show how progressively they are
arranged according to the technique of MTSP (Chapters Four, Five and Six). A careful
analysis of the structure of Matthew 8-9 led to the following observations.
(1) The three clusters are arranged progressively according to the development of
the story of Matthew 8-9. The nine miracle stories of Matthew 8-9 are not arranged
randomly just to describe Jesus’ deeds as an indispensable partner to Jesus’ words in Mt
5-7. The main concern of Matthew 8-9 is the revelation of Jesus’ identity. For this
purpose, Matthew divided the nine miracle stories into three clusters of three according to
the progressive development of the story. The divisions of these three clusters appear due
to their separation by the two intervening pericopae (Mt 8:16-22; 9:9-17). The first
cluster (Mt 8:1-17) describes Jesus as the healing Messiah of Isa 53:4. Jesus heals every
disease he encounters without exception. In addition, his healing power is extraordinary
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in that the healing is immediate and he can heal with his word at a distance. But Jesus is
more than that. The second cluster (Mt 8:23-9:8) demonstrates Jesus’ identity as ‘Son of
God.’ The nature obeys Jesus’ order, and the demons follow Jesus’ direction without any
resistance, calling Jesus ‘Son of God.’ In addition, Jesus himself proclaims his divine
power of forgiving sins. The third cluster concludes the narrative section by emphasizing
the spread of Jesus’ news. As Jesus performs the messianic signs of raising the dead,
opening the eyes of the blind and healing the deaf, the news about him is spreading wider
and wider. Thus we can say that Matthew 8-9 has the structure of MTSP demonstrating a
progressive development which reveals Jesus’ identity.
(2) Each cluster also consists of three miracle stories which are arranged
progressively according to each cluster’s theme. Matthew’s use of MTSP is not limited
to the arrangement of three clusters. Matthew also shows a progressive arrangement of
three miracles in each cluster.
(a) The three miracle stories of the first cluster are arranged progressively
according to the objects of Jesus’ mercy as the healing Messiah. Matthew demonstrates
Jesus’ mercy of touching a leper, which introduces the problem of purity (Mt 8:1-4);
furthermore Jesus heals the servant of a Gentile centurion who is not the object of his
healing ministry (Mt 8:5-13). Finally he heals the mother-in-law of Peter even without
request (Mt 8:14-15). All those three miracle stories are arranged progressively with the
emphasis on Jesus’ being the merciful healing Messiah.
(b) The second cluster demonstrates Jesus’ divinity through the progressive
arrangement of the three stories. The first miracle story (Mt 8:23-27) intimates Jesus’
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divinity by describing the obedience of the winds and sea to Jesus. The second miracle
story (Mt 8:28-34) obviously reveals Jesus’ identity as the Son of God through the mouth
of the demons. The demons call Jesus ‘Son of God’ and follow Jesus’ order without any
resistance. The third story (Mt 9:1-8) confirms Jesus’ divinity through his self-declaration
that he has the authority to forgive sins. In the second cluster Jesus’ divinity is
emphasized progressively by the winds and sea, the demons and Jesus’ self-proclamation.
(c) The three miracle stories of the third cluster also are arranged progressively.
The first miracle story (Mt 9:18-26) simply describes the spread of the news that Jesus
raised the dead. In the second miracle story (Mt 9:27-31), the two blind men spread
Jesus’ healing of their eyes in spite of Jesus’ stern prohibition. Jesus knows the coming
criticism of the Pharisees about his miracles. The final miracle story (Mt 9:32-34) points
to the division of Israel about the news of Jesus’ miracles. The progressive arrangement
of the news about Jesus’ miracles demonstrates how Jesus’ early ministry results in the
division of Israel.
(3) The two intervening pericopae help the coming theme of discipleship in
Chapter Ten in the manner of progressive arrangement as well as the clear separation of
the three clusters. The two intervening pericopae have two roles. First, their existence
helps readers clearly distinguish each cluster. Without them, it would be difficult to
understand how the nine miracle stories are arranged. Second, the two intervening
pericopae strengthen the coming theme of the Mission Speech in Mt 10 with negative
and positive examples of discipleship. Matthew shows two negative examples of
discipleship through the cost of following Jesus. The disciples will be required to be
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itinerant, poor and homeless. The two positive examples demonstrate unconventional
disciples and unconventional discipleship. This discipleship is open to tax collectors and
others who would be considered less than appropriate. Those two intervening narrative
pericopae prepare for the Great Mission Speech in Matthew 10. Jesus’ followers should
do the same ministry with Jesus and expect persecution looming before them. Those three
disciple-related passages (Matt 8:18-22; 9:9-17; 9:36-11:1) also seem to be arranged
progressively.
(4) The conclusion of Matthew 8-9 shows the tight connection with the Sermon
on the Mount as a pair, word and deed, in Jesus’ early ministry. Actually, Mt 9:35, the
conclusion of the clusters is actually an inclusio with Mt 4:23-24. That text reports the
beginning of Jesus’ ministry. From here the inclusio demonstrates Jesus’ words in Mt 5-7
and his deeds in Mt 8-9 as closely related and building a sort of commentary on each
other. Preaching, teaching and healing are the core of Jesus’ early ministry. We will then
notice how Jesus mandates exactly the same ministry to his disciples in Mt 10, which we
note, also ends with the same mission of Jesus (11:1).
(5) Matthew 8-9 helps the development of Matthew’s narration of Jesus’ early
ministry: It is the second stage of the MTSP structure which is found in the larger section,
Matthew 5-10. Matthew’s use of MTSP is not limited to Matthew 8-9. Mt 8-9 plays the
role of the second stage of MTSP in the wider context of Mt 5-10. People begin to follow
Jesus after his surprising teaching (Mt 5-7). Then, Jesus reveals his identity through his
miracles. Although his news spread through the whole region, there is also a negative
response to Jesus’ miracles (Mt 8-9). Thus Jesus needs to mandate his disciples out into

402
the harvest. For this reason, we can say that Matt 8-9, is part of Mt 5-10, in which MTSP
controls the progressive development of Jesus’ early ministry. It does so in three stages.
As those observations reveal, Matthew 8-9 was carefully written with a wellorganized structure. The MTSP structure of Matthew 8-9 with the wider context may be
summarized as follows;
The MTSP Structure of Matthew 5-10
I. Jesus’ Surprising Teaching on the Mount (Mt 5-7)
II. Revelation of Jesus’ Identity through Various Miracles (Mt 8:1-9:35)
1. The First Cluster (Matthew 8:1-17): “Jesus , the Merciful Healing
Messiah”
A. The Healing of the Leper (Matt 8:1-4)
B. The Healing of the Centurion’s Servant (Matt 8:5-13)
C. The Healing of Peter’s Mother-in-Law (Matt 8:14- 15)
* Conclusion: Matt 8:16-17
A. The First Intervening Pericopae (8:18-22)
a. The Son of Man has no place to lay his head (8:18-20)
b. Let the Dead bury their own dead (8:21-22)
2. The Second Cluster (Matthew 8:23-9:8): “Jesus, the Divine Being”
A. The Calming of the Storm (Matt 8:23-27)
B. The Healing of Demoniacs (Matt 8:28-34)
C. The Healing of the Paralytic (Matt 9:1-8)
B. The Second Intervening Pericopae (9:9-17)
a. I have come to call sinners (9:9-13)
b. New wine into new wineskins (9:14-17)
3. The Third Cluster (Matthew 9:18-34): “The Spread of Jesus’ News”
A. A Daughter and A Woman (Matt 9:18-26)
B. The Healing of Two Blind Men (Matt 9:27-31)
C. The Healing of a Demoniac who was Mute (Matt 9:32-34)
* Conclusion of Matthew 8-9 (9:35)
III. Jesus’ Sharing of His Ministry with His Disciples (Mt 9:36-11:1)
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How MTSP Answers Current Scholarly Debates
Based upon the understanding of Matthew 8-9 as having the MTSP structure, we
propose these answers to scholarly debates reviewed in the Status Quaestionis, Chapter
One Introduction.
(1) The Grouping of Nine Markan and Q Miracle Stories in One Place
Generally Mt 8-9 has been explained as Jesus’ deeds in contrast to Jesus’ word in
Mt 5-7. But this explanation does not sufficiently reflect the intention of Matthew in his
collection of nine miracle stories in one place. By sacrificing the more natural context of
the Markan text, Matthew created a new context. To emphasize the progressive
revelation of Jesus’ identity, he gathered and classified the nine miracle stories of Mt 8-9
into three ascending clusters: (1) Jesus as the healing Messiah of Isa 53:4, (2) Jesus as the
Son of God, and (3) the spread of the news about Jesus. In addition, to emphasize the
theme of each cluster, Matthew needed three miracle stories arranged progressively for
each cluster. Thus, Matthew needed exactly nine miracle stories for his MTSP structure
in Mt 8-9. For this purpose Matthew selected seven miracle stories from Mark (Mk 1:4045; 1:29-31, 32-34; 5:1-20, 2:1-12; 5:21-43; 10:46-52) and two miracle stories from Q
([Lk] 7:1-10; 11:14-16). Then these nine miracle stories were progressively re-arranged
into three clusters and into three stories in each cluster according to their contents without
considering the original context of the nine miracle stories. Therefore the nine miracle
stories have the tight link and the close relationship of each two consecutive miracle
stories in Mt 8-9. This close relationship shows how carefully Matthew organized the
nine miracle stories of Mt 8-9 and how successful his intention was in revealing Jesus’
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identity as the early phase of Jesus’ ministry.
(2). Matthew’s Redactional Intent in Moving Miracles from Markan Order?
While Matthew was generally faithful to the Markan text, he did not follow Mark
in organizing the order of the events. Matthew’s concern was to allow the miracles to
serve his interpretive plan. It is probable that Matthew could not see a particular plan in
Mark’s order of the miracle stories, and most scholars would agree that the order of the
miracle stories in Mark is not particularly significant. For Matthew, the reordering
would have a strong teaching as a result, and each cluster would have its message. The
first cluster emphasizes Jesus’ mercy as the healing Messiah. The healing story of a leper
(Mk 1:40-45) was located at the beginning because it shows Jesus’ respect of the Torah
which was emphasized in the Sermon on the Mount. Even though the rule of purity did
not stop him from touching of the leper, Jesus has made it clear in the Sermon on the
Mount that he reverences the Torah. In this case, he demonstrates how compassion must
be chosen over rules of purity. Mercy in fact is the best fulfillment of the law. In the
second cluster, the healing story of the paralytic (Mk 2:1-12) was placed at the end of the
cluster and there would function as a climax in conveying Jesus’ divine power , as seen
in the authority he displays in forgiving sins which in turn is proven by his healing of the
paralytic. The third cluster has an order not easy to identify. The focus at the end is on
the witnesses to the miracle. In this first mention of the crowds’ response to Jesus,
Matthew begins the story of Jesus gradual fame. At the same time the condemnatory
accusation of the Pharisees that Jesus is in collusion with Beelzebul prepares the listener
for their subsequent plans to destroy him. Those examples explain well why Matthew
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arranged the nine miracle stories in the present order rather than in the Markan order.
(3) How May we Better Understand Matthew’s Redaction of Markan Texts?
Matthew’s concern in Mt 8-9 was not the vividness of each miracle story; instead
he focused on the person of Jesus: the revelation of his identity. In most cases Matthew
abbreviated the introduction and detailed description of the events so that the miracle
stories might focus on Jesus. It is natural for Matthew to abbreviate the secondary
features of the miracle stories because detailed explanation of each miracle story would
make his focus less clear. Matthew’s goal in Mt 8-9 is to reveal Jesus’ identity as the
healing Messiah and as the Son of God through Jesus’ miracle activities. Any factors that
disturbed this goal were removed or reduced remarkably through the redaction.
It must be noted, however, that Matthew sometimes added some important
messages to the abbreviated texts to emphasize his intention. One outstanding example is
the addition of the spread of the news about Jesus to the ends of three miracle stories of
the third cluster. This observation is critical in understanding the theme of the third
cluster. This common addition of the same message clearly reveals Matthew’s intention
in the third cluster. Jesus’ revelation of his identity through the miracles has brought
positive responses from Israel’s people; but at the same time negative responses also
raised up from the Pharisees who were not satisfied with Jesus’ association with the
sinners. This division of opinion provides a very important turning point in the plot of the
following story.
(4) How is Matthew’s Use of Doublets Made Clearer?
The use of doublets shows that Matthew had a particular intent in the repetition.
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It is not sufficient to explain away the doublets that Matthew uses in Mt 8-9 as only used
to emphasize the Messianic fulfillment of the Messianic signs in Mt 11:5. Close
examination show that Matthew dramatically abbreviated them and then added texts to
serve the purpose of the cluster. Given a different context, each doublet has its own
message.
Applications of the MTSP Structure
(1) Christology vs. Discipleship (or Ecclesiology)
It is not strange that Mt 8-9 has been frequently understood from the viewpoint of
ecclesiology since there has been misunderstanding of the two intervening pericopae (Mt
8:16-22; 9:9-17). Clearly the main concern of the intervening pericopae is discipleship,
but this theme has not been clearly distinguished from that of the nine miracle stories due
to the complexity of the structure of Mt 8-9. For example, due to the influence of the
first intervening pericopae on discipleship (Mt 8:18-22), Bornkamm understood
discipleship as Matthew’s theme for the Stilling of the Storm (Mt 8:23-27), describing it
as “a kerygmatic paradigm of the danger and glory of discipleship”.1 Once the miracle
story is separated from its cluster, one can understand that such an application seems
sound. This dissertation, Chapter Two, has already reviewed the ways in which this
emphasis on the discipleship theme often resulted in artificial and strained interpretations
when the content of the miracle did not seem to address that theme.
If one follows the MTSP analysis, the nine miracle stories have Christological
themes alone. The theological intention of Matthew 8-9 (especially Mt 8:18-9:34 which
are frequently classified as having the theme of discipleship or ecclesiology) must be
1

Bornkamm, “Stilling of the Storm,” 57.
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approached from the context (i.e., in the flow of the story) not from the paradigmatic
viewpoint (i.e., from a form-critical approach of miracle stories). Matthew did not simply
collect miracle stories in a group to emphasize discipleship; instead he narrates Jesus’
miracle stories in their clusters to create the statement about Jesus’ person in a clear way.
These three statements, drawn from the three clusters would be: Jesus as the healing
Messiah prophesied in Isa 53:4; Jesus, the Son of God which was already announced by
God at Jesus’ baptism (Mt 3:17; 4:3); and the recognition of Jesus as Unique in all Israel.
That final cluster ends with something of a portent of the Pharisees clash with Jesus. We
recall that Matthew identifies the Pharisees as the targets of John the Baptist’s vehement
address: “Brood of vipers.” The Pharisees accuse Jesus of deriving his power to
exorcize from the ruler of demons. The negative response from the Pharisees provides
then a turning point to Jesus’ ministry: conflict between Jesus and Israel. Thus we can say
that Matthew did not digress from his story with the collection of the miracle stories. On
the contrary, he continues his presentation of Jesus’ early ministry using the miracle
stories as a tool of revealing Jesus’ identity without any interruption of the story. Thus
there is no room for discipleship (or ecclesiology) in the miracle stories. The miracle
stories in Mt 8-9 are perfectly focusing on Christology: Jesus as the healing Messiah and
the Son of God.
(2) Narrative vs. Discourse
Since the appearance of B. W. Bacon’s influential book Studies in Matthew in
1930, the structure of the Gospel of Matthew has been frequently concentrated on the
repeated pattern of narratives and discourses. Because Matthew hugely expanded the Q
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speeches and joined them with Markan material into five notable blocks, many scholars
have concluded that Matthew wished to create a Christian Torah. Closer study has
caused some scholars to suppose that Matthew’s gospel was deliberately organized into
alternative collections of narrative and discourse.

Using that model, Matthew 8-9 has

been assigned as the narrative following the discourse of Mt 5-7. Sometime, Matthew
8-9 is considered the narrative with Matt 10 the discourse. For the divisions between
word and deed, Mt 5-7 is the part of Jesus’ word while Mt 8-9 is the part of Jesus’ deeds.
The problem is that these analyses do not reflect a special intention of Matthew.
We can say that the core of Jesus’ early ministry is teaching and healing (Mt 4:24; 9:35;
11:1), of course.

It is clear for example that generally speaking the key message of

Jesus is that the heavenly kingdom has come. The proclamation takes its credibility
though from Jesus’ person, and significance, and here is where the miracle clusters have
answered that need. Jesus’ authority to teach is undergirded by the affirmation of him as
the healing messiah and the Son of God as revealed in the miracle stories. The teachings
of Matt 5-7 are supported. So it is not sufficient to claim that Matthew organized his
material into words and deeds, or to divide it into discourse and narrative. Applying the
MTSP structure, the relationship between Mt 5-7 and 8-9 is progressive. If Mt 5-7
describes the surprising teaching of Jesus which the crowds have never heard before, Mt
8-9 demonstrates Jesus’ authority as the healing Messiah and as the Son of God. Thus the
relation between these two passages is not peripheral but ascending. The close
relationship between Mt 8-9 and 10 also supports this understanding. Jesus’ sharing of his
ministry with his disciples is the result of the division of Israel about Jesus’ miracles. Due
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to this division, the disciples should expect persecution looming before them. Thus in the
MTSP structure of Mt 5-10, there is a wholeness, and a smoothness that Matthew has
created. We do not see something as stiff as grouping discourses and then narratives.
In sum, the MTSP structure shows that Matthew did not separate narratives and
discourses as different parts in the story; instead he regarded discourses as part of
narratives.
(3) Son of Man as the Heavenly Figure in Dan 7:13-14
Unlike Mark, Matthew has sequenced his use of his sources and redaction so that
the miracle story of Healing a Paralytic (Mt 9: 1-6) makes plain the divine attribution that
belongs to the title Son of Man for Matthew. In the Markan gospel, the sense of Jesus’
divine authority as the heavenly figure of Dan 7:13ff is seen only in the trial reference in
Mk 14:62. Other uses of Son of Man largely relate to Jesus’ humanity. Matthew,
however, develops Jesus’ divine identity as the fulfillment of Dan 7:13-14 from the
beginning. The first reference (Mt 8:20 //Q 9:58) conveys the sense of the vulnerability of
Jesus, which is certainly found in Mark as well. But in Mt 9:6 which is the climax of the
second cluster, Matthew asserts the full dimension of the Son of Man as the heavenly
figure of Dan 7:13-14 by bringing the phrase ‘on earth (evpi. th/j gh/j)’ before ‘to forgive
sins (avfie,nai a`marti,aj)’ from the end of the clause.2 While this text affirms Jesus’ divine
authorization as Son of Man on earth through his mouth, the third usage of this title in Mt
10:23 asserts his role as the Son of Man coming down from heaven as the final Judge.
This progressive sequence shows Matthew’s understanding of this title. For Matthew the
title Son of Man obviously contains the divine attribution.
2

Gundry, Matthew, 164.
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(4) Chiasm vs. MTSP
Although Matthew has been analyzed frequently from the viewpoint of chiasm,
this effort has not been successful as we have seen in Chapter Two, History of Research.
The main reason for this failure is the imbalance between the chiastic form and the
content. The formal unity does not reflect the content so many times; what should be
the pivotal point given the author’s chiastic structure is a point that is plainly not the
central message. As we believe MTSP has shown persuasively, the form and content
coincide. In other words, the approach to Matthew seems to meet the natural flow of the
story. Matthew seems to be arranging his material in progressive arrangements of three.
Here, the ordinary and ubiquitous use of three as an organizing principle does not make
Matthew’s arrangement either a surprise, or one foreign to his first century listeners. If
we consider the popularity of ‘threeness’ in the ancient world, MTSP has the strong point
in explaining the author’s intention (i.e., theological explanation of the story).
Suggestions for Future Study
There has never been any attempt to analyze Mt 8-9 from the viewpoint of
Matthew’s Three Stage Progression. While many scholars have recognized Matthew’s
tendency to structure material in threes, they have not tested the groupings to see if a
progression of theme is observable. With respect to the miracle stories, we have shown
escalation underway. This has resulted in far more success than the other methods that
have been used to explain Matthew’s structuring by threes.
First, this is only the first examination of Matthew’s triadic structures for the
way he intended them to serve a progression of the gospel. What we have identified as
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MTSP requires more and extended examination of how it might be supported in other
collections, and indeed in the structure of the gospel itself.
Second, this writing technique can be found in a multitude of literary
forms in ancient world, Greek, Hellenistic, Roman and Jewish. The variety of ways in
which three is used to organize information and communication almost allows one to say
that it comes easily no matter where one lives or when. Because research about the
triadic structures has been done in a great many areas, this analysis deserves to be among
those organizational methods tested when analyzing the compositions of ancient authors.
With regard to the Matthean gospel analyses, we can say that any other methods have not
been effective.
In sum, it is very probable that the Three Stage Progression writing technique was
widely used whether in the western or eastern literature. Further study of it and testing
for its use by New Testament narrators is a new and promising endeavor.
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